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THE | 
Indiſpenſible OBLIGATION 
| Expreſly and Manifeſtly 
| THE 
GREAT NECESSARIES 
OF 


PUBLICK WORSHIP 
IN THE 


CHRISTIAN CHURCH. 


TOGETHER WITH 


A Detection of the Falſe Reaſonings in Dr. B —— “s 
Printed Letter, to the Author of two Diſcourſes. 


And That Doctor's Inconſiſtent Notions of the Preſent 
Liturgy of the Church of England. 


Addreſſed to the Doctor by one of his Friends. 


4 


If I Build again the Things which 1 deſtroyed, I make , a 
Tranſgreſſor. Gal. ii. 18. | 


— 


LOND O N; 
Printed in the YEAR M. DCC: XXXIL 


AD — — 


REVEREND SIR, 


0 R Saying, with relation to the Unity of the 
Primitive Catholick Church is excellently well 
expreſſed in theſe Words. 


§. I. « I am well aſſured, that from the begin- 
« ning of the Goſpel of Chriſt to the Time 
« of the Council of Nice, and long atter du- 
« ring the Fourth Century, the Catholick Church all over the 
« World, was united in One Holy Doctrine, Diſcipline and 
« MANNER OF WORSHIP. 


This is an Hiſtorical Matter of Fact very juſtly aſſerted by 


you in the viith page of the Introduction to your Independency of 
the Church upon the State. | 


And you further add in pag. x. 


That, © the Church never was United but upon the Principles 
« and US AGES Which obtained at the Time of the Nicene 


« Council, and we have therefore good Reaſon to believe, that 


« it NEVER CAN BE UNITED, but upon thoſe Principles 
« and Us aGEs. That Church then which ſhall firſt a 8s TORE, 
e all thoſe Principles and UsaGEs, may be juſtly ſaid to lead 
« the Way to CaTHoLick Union | 


$. II. In Conſequence of theſe important Truths, which can 
never be gainſay d or retracted with a good Conſcience; Were there 


not ſome learned and judicious Biſhops, who, inſpired: with a 


juſt Senſe of the great Neceſſity of doing their Endeavours to 
reſtore this CAT HOC Ik Union, did, in the Year 1717. take 
a Review of the Comraunion Service of the Preſent Church of 
England; and, after a deliberate and thorow Examination of the 
lame, and exact comparing of it with the Primitive Catholick 
Liturgies, and with the firſt Reformed Liturgy of King Edward 
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the VI. did, with their then Primate, eſteem it to be Defochve 
as to ſome Neceſſary Points, and therefore made theſe following 
Declarations and Synodical Injunctions? Of which I cannot ſup- 


poſe you to be ignorant. viz. 


« Decem: 19. feria quinta 3. Hebdomad. 
« Advent. 1717. Be OT I ER 
Preſent 
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&c. 


* We ” 2 have thought fit unanimouſly to declare, 
* 1. That it was part of our Bleſſed Saviour's Inſtitution, and 
* the Practice of the Primitive and Univerſal Church for the 


« firſt 1500 Years and longer, to mix Water with the ariſtict 
Mine.“ 

« 2. That the Primitive and Univerſal Church for the firſt 

* 1500 Years and longer, in Virtue of our Bleſſed Saviour's Com 
* mand, did make an Oblation of the EUcHhARISTICK BREAD 
« AND Cue, to God the Father.“ 
« 3. That the Primitive and Univerſal Church for the fir 
* 1500 Tears and longer, did pray to God the Father for the De 
&« ſcent of the Holy Ghoſt upon the Euchariſtick Elements, ti 
« MAKE THEM, THE Body AND BLooD of CHRis 
* OUR SAVIOUR» ” | 

« 4. That we believe the Mixture, the Oblation, and the Invc 
« cation, are NECESSARY to the PERFECT ADMINI 
* $STRATION of the Holy Euchariſt.” 

« 5. That Prayers for the Faithful departed, have been th: 
* conſtant Practice of the Primitive and Univerſal Church fo 
the firſt 1500 Years and longer; and we believe it contain 
« in this Article of our Creed, viz. I BELIEVE THE Hor 
« CATHOLICK CHURCH AND THE COMMUNION. o 
„ Saints.” | 
 « 6. That therefore we think it NezctssanRy, to put the) 
Primitive and Catholick Us AG Es IN PRACTICE”. 
« In W1TNEss whereof we have hereunto ſet our Haw 
the DY and Year firſt above written.” | 
Witn 571 
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4 | 
And the very next Day did not they and their Primate give the 
Church a full Demonſtration of what was meant by © Ne cx s- 
« AR X to put theſe Primitive and Catholick Uſages ix PRAc- 
« T1CcE?” for, they then politively ordered all the Prieſts to Prac- 
tice them openly, fully, and in ſuch expreſs 3 conſtantly 
in their future Miniſtrations, as that there ſhould be no Room 
left for the very leaſt Suſpicion, that any one of theſe Primitive 
Uſages was forgot, neglected, or refuſed to be put in Practice: 
This is their Injunction, viz. 


e In Purſuance of a Declaration ſigned by us Decemb. 19. 1717. 
« We” — — « do hereby 
te require and enjoin all our Prieſts, until a fuller and better Form 
« can be framed, to officiate according to the following Altera- 
* tions in the Communion Service. 


—_ 


« 1. The Prieſt ſhall leave out, &c. * 


« 2, The Prieſt ſhall conſtantly mix Water openly with the Eu- 


* chariſtick Wine.” 

« 3. The Prieſt ſhall always leave out the Words Militant 
« here on Earth.” 
4. That in the Prayer for the whole State of Chriſt's Church, 
« after the Words, Need, Sickneſs, or any other Adverſity, imme- 


« And we alſo bleſs thy Holy Name for the wonderful 
« Grace, &c. 6: 
Ve commend unto thy Mercy, O Lord, all thy Servants who 
« are departed hence from us with the Sign of Faith, and now 
« do reſt in the Sleep of Peace: Grant unto them, we beſeech 
e thee, thy Mercy and everlaſting Peace; And that at the Day 
* of the — Reſurrection, we, And all they, &c.” 


* 5. That after the Words of Tuſtitution in the Prayer of Con- 
* ſecration, the following Prayer be immediately uſed. 


* Wherefore having in Remembrance his Paſſion, Death, &c. -- 
Me offer to thee our King and our God, according to his Holy 
e Inſtitution, this Bread and this Cup, &c. * 
And we beſeech thee to look favourably on theſe thy Gifts, 
« whichare here ſet before thee, Q thou ſelf-ſufficient God, And 
* do thou accept them to the Honour of thy Chriſt, 

And ſend down thine . Haly Spirit, the Witneſs of the Paſ- 
e ſon of our Lord Feſus, upon this Sacrifice, that he may make 
« this Braad the thy Chriſt, and this Cup the Blood of thy 
* Chriſt, that they who are 1 thereof, may be, &c. --- 


« 6. That 


| 


[6] 
« 6. That after the foregoing Prayer, the following one as it is 
« worded in the preſent Liturgy, be immediately added, 


« O Lord and Heavenly Father, we thy humble Servants entire- 
« by, &c. * 


« After which ſhall follow the Diſtribution of the Elements.” 


« Theſe Directions we have thought fit to give at preſent. Given 
under our Hands, this twentieth Day of December in the Year 
« of our Lord 1717 ”. 

Witneſs 


&c. &c. 

Immediately afterwards they ordered, That FuLLER AND 
BETTER FORM TO BE FRAMED,” Which they fpeak of 
in the Preface to this laſt Injunction; and which indeed is our 
Preſent Co MN ION OFFICE, &c. commonly called the 
new Office; it was finiſhed and printed Anno 1718. and imme- 
diately eſtabliſhed by them. : 

And in the Year 1719. March the 11th, they incorporated it 
into the Book of Common Prayer, c. And in fo doing did 
manifeſtly and expreſsly reſtore, 

Firſt, The wnoLE MaTTER of the Sacrament of Chriſt's 
Body and Blood. | 

Secondly, The ComyLEarT entire Conſecration thereof, by 
Prayer, to make the Elements the Body and Blood of Chriſt. 

Thirdly, The Sacr1F1ce or offering ir, viz. the {aid Sacra- 
mental Body and Blood, to God the Father. 


Fourthly, The cyuaritTaBLE Offering and Prayers for the 
FAITHFUL DEPARTED. 


$. III. Theſe, according to their Eccleſiaſtical Definition, are 
not IN DIFFERENT THiNGs, in the Power of the Church, 
either to omit, or enjoin as ſhe ſhall think fit; for, in their So- 
lemn Declaration they expreſsly and rightly believe, the three firſt 
to be NecessaRY TO THE PERFECT * ADMINISTRATION of the Hol 
«. Euchariſt,” and that the Fourth is © contained in” an © A R- 
TICLE OF OUR CREED”, and © THEREFORE”, they de- 
termined © 1T NECESSARY to fut theſe © Primitive and Ca- 
« tholick Uſages is Practice. | 

See before pag. 4. num. 4. 5. 6. 


8. IV. They have done fo to Perfection, as faithful Stewards 
of the Myſteries of God ; And upon their having ſo done, *tis 17 


TH 


ful unde- our preſent Circumſtances, to make theſe following 
Obſervations ; That 

Firſt, They took Our Bleſſed Saviour's Inſlitution and Com- 
mand and the Pradtice of the Primitive and Univerſal Church, 
for their Pattern, Guidance and Direction; as their Declaration 
aforeſaid moſt maniteitly proves; and therefore, 

Secondly, They were not influenc d by the Dictates of meer 
Private Fudgment, that Ignis fatuus, that falſe Light, which by 
its uncertain deceitful, Motion, miſguides and plunges Men into 
the dangerous Boggs and Quagmires of Hereſy and Schiſm; The 
Fallacy, and Inſufficiency of the Guidance whereof you have 
abundantly expos'd, in your Book of Tradition Neceſſary, &c. print- 
ed alſo 1718. eſpecially from pag. 11. and forward. 

Thirdly, The very Manner of their Compoling, That © Fuller 
« and Better Form, viz. in Rubricks and Terms of Prayer which 
determine the Miniſtrations to be Open, Manifeſt and Expreſs, is 
exactly agreeable, and fully comes up to, That «© Aſanner of 
« Worſhip ”, wherein you tay © The Catholick Church all over 
« the World was united”, as in my 1ſt Section; For, your * Col- 
« leftion of the Principal Liturgies uſed by the Chriſtian Church in 
« the Celebration of the Holy Euchariſt : Particularly the Ancient, 
Printed in the Year 1720. do's fully demonſtrate this, that the 
Primitive and Univerſal Church, did conſtantly with one Conſent 
worſhip God, by expreſs Miniſtrations, as to the Neceſſaries of this 
Great Ordinance, Do not her Liturgies (collected by you) ex- 
preſsly aſſert the Mixture to have been made by our Lord him- 
ſelf ? Do they not expreſsly by Prayer offer the Tremendous Sa- 
crifice of Chriſt's Repreſentative Body and Blocd ? Do they not 
Expreſsly Pray, that the Bread and Cup may be made the Body 
and Blood of Chriſt? And do they not Offer and Pray, expreſcly, 
for the Faithful Departed as well as for the Living? Do not her 
Liturgies Unite in this EXPRESS MANNFEHR of Worſnip? Is 
there the leaſt Proof of any Age of Chriſtianity, wherein the 
Univerſal Church, attempted, in theſe Inſtances, to introduce 
another Manner of Worſhip without the Exyress Manner? 
No, there is not any; and conſequently tis evident, that Exertss 
MinisTRATIONS in the Great Neceſſarie: of the Euchariſtick 
Worſhip, are the Genuine Reſult of the Wiſdom of God directing 
and guiding his Holy Primitive and Univerſal Church, by Mcans 
of the unerring Tradition of Chriſt and his Apoſtles, For, 

Fourthly, Theſe wt Miniſtrations of the Primitive and Uni- 
verſal Church, and of our little Church now in Union and Com- 
munion with her, are conformable to the Indiſpenſible Purpoſe 
of the Goſpel Diſpenſation; which is, That God in all Things 
« may be glorified through Feſus Chriſt,” 1 Pet. iv. 11. That we 
may with one Mind 4a 1 glorify God” Rom. xv. 6. 


3 That 
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That „whether we © Eat or drink, or whatſoever ” we * dg ” 
we ſhould © do all to the Glory of God” 1 Cor. x. 31. That 
« unto him may © be Glory in the Church by Chriſt Feſus through- 
ce ot all Ages,” Eph. 111. 21. Now, Glory, is a Term borrowed 
from the ſhining of Brighr Luminous Bodies, which by their 
Irradiations and Darting forth of their Rays, make maniteſt the 
Beauty and comfortable Influences and Effects of their Light and 
Heat; in Alluſion to this, The Glory of God, is the Shining 
forth, or Manifeſtation of the Perfections of his Divine Nature 
and Attributes, and of their Energy and Effects upon, and Diſ- 
penſations towards his Creatures: for us then to Glorify him, 
is, to do our utmoſt to make Theſe Manifeſt, according to that of 
the Apoſtle, © If any Man miniſter, let him do it as f the A B1- 
« LiTY which God giveth, that God in all Things may be glori- 


ce fed.” t Pet. iv. 11. This AB1LI Ty muſt certainly be exerted 


to this great End, in the Aſſemblies ot the Church, in the Mini- 
ſtration of the neceſlary Truths of Chriſt, by thoſe who Act by 
his Authority; becauſe © uunto God muſt © be Glory in the 
« Church ty Chriſt Feſus Eph. 111. 21. And therefore their ex- 
preſs Miniſtration of thoſe Truths, being of the ABirr which 
God giveth, is their neceſſary Duty for his “ Glory in the Church” 
by Chriſt Jeſus, in whoſe Name, and by whoſe Authority they act. 
But further, theſe expreſs Miniſtrations do exactly agree with, 
and promote ſome of the great Ends and Deſigns of Chriſt's Com- 
raiſſion to his Apoſtles, and of his Inſtitution of the Chriſtian Prieſt- 
hood; for, one great End of that Commiſſion is, that his Apoſtles 
and their Succeſſors ſhould each us to obſerve all Things what ſoever 
he had commanded them, St. Marth. xxvi1.20. And who can be 
ſo hardy as to deny, that the expreſs Miniſtrations of the Church 
in her Publick Worſhip, is an effectual Way of Teaching us to 
olſerde? And how can it with any Piety be doubted, that our 
Bleſſed Saviour Commanded his Apoſtles all Things © Neceſſary to 
« the Perfect Adminiſtration of the Holy Euchariſt ? as the Biſhops 
excellently well declare, that they Believe theſe Primitive Uſages 
are thus Neceſſary, in their aforeſaid Declaration of 1717. So 
again the Ediſication of the Church is one of the great Ends of 
our Lord's Inſtitution of the Chriſtian Prieſthood ; for © He gave 
« ſome Apoſtles” ——— © and ſome Paſtors and Teachers 
&« for the Edification of the Body, that is, the Church © of Chriſt ? 
Epheſ. w. 12. And who that has any due Regard for this Holy 
Inſtitution, can dare to affirm, that the expreſs Miniſtrations of 
theſe Afoſiles, Paſtors and Teachers, are not to be for the Church's 
Edification ? The Holy Ghoſt poſitively commarids, the Chriſtian 
Publick Miniſtrations to be in ſuch Language and Terms, as are 
underſtood even by the Unlearned and Ignorant among the Peo- 


Plc, who are concerned in them, This is the Purport of the 0 
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Chap. of St. Paul's 1ſt Epiſtle to the Corinthians, wherein the 
Holy Ghoſt has laid down this Unalterable Divine Canon or Rule 
of Practice as t oPublick Miniſtrations, Let all Things be done to 
« Edifying ” verſe 26th. And accordingly, we find St. Paul pro- 
feſſing as to his own and the reſt of the Apoſtles Practice, we 
« do all Things, dearly beloved, for your Edifying.” 2 Cor. x11. 19. 
Which indeed is the very End and Purpoſe of their Spiritual Power 
and Authority, as the lame Apoſtle teſtifies, when he terms it 
« Our AUTHORITY, Which the Lord hath given us for EDI I- 
© CATION, 2 Cor. x. 8. 

Add to this, that theſe Expreſs Miniſtrations of the neceſſary 
Truths of Chriſt, are perfectly agreeable, and come up to the 
Perfection of that Divine Character, which the Holy Ghoſt gives 
of our Chriſtian Di/p-nfation above the Moſaic; For, ſays he, 
« Even that” (viz. the Law of Moſes) « which was glorions, had 
« 70 Glory in this Reſpect, ty Reaſon of the Glory (viz. of the Goſ- 
pel) «© that EXCELLETH”? 2 Cor. it. 10. Now 'tis maniteſt, 
that the Moſaic Diſpenfation conſiſted of Shadows, Heb. x. 1. and 
the Miniſtrations thereof did not expreſsly ſhew forth the Subſtance 
of the good Things to come, but hid them as it were under :. 
Vail, inſomuch, “that the Children of Iſracl could not ftedfaſtly 
« look to the End of that which is aboliſhed, but their Minds were 
* blinded ; for until this Day remaineth the ſame Vail untaken 
away, in the reading of the Old Teſtament : wulch VAIL is DONE 
« AWAY IN CHrIsT. But even unto this Day when Moſes is read, 
the Vail is upon their Heart.” This makes the Glory of the 
Moſaic Diſpenſation to be xo GLorRy, when compar'd with 
the Glory of the Chriſtian, which has taken away that Vail of 
Covering, in the Church of Chriſt, and therefore the Apoſtle 
teaches us how great our Happineſs is, in the Removal of that 
Vail; fays he, © We all with open Face beholding as in a Glaſs the 
Glory of the Lord, are changed into the ſame Image from Glory to 
« Glory,” 2 Cor. 111. 13, 14, 15, 18. which evidently demonſtrates, 
that the Chriſtian Diſpenſation is of ſo Open, Expreſs, and Mani- 
feſt a Nature, as not to allow of any Vails or Coverings which 
hide Neceſſary Truths from thoſe who have a Right ro them; and 


LY 


* 
* 


that conſequently, the Miniſtrations of the Church with Reſpect 


to ſuch neceſſary Truths, ought to be Open, Expreſs, and Manifeſt, 
to thoſe who have a Right to the Benefit of thoſe Miniltrations. 
' I muſt not omit to remind you under this Head; that, whenſoever 
or by whomſoever Heterodoxies were ſtarted, which ſtruck at any 
Articles of the Chriſtian Faith, the Primitive and Univerſal Church 
reckoned it Matter of Indiſpen/:ble Duty, to oppole thoſe Hetero- 
doxies in the ſtrongeſt and moſt expreſs Terms, which evidently 
manifeſted, ſupported and perpetuated the Knowledge and Profei- 
ſion of thoſe neceſſary Truths, which were undermined and en- 
| dangered 
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dangered to be loſt by the Prevalence of thoſe upſtart Hetero- 
doxies ; and the Orthodox would never admit of any the moſt 
plauſible ambiguous Terms and Phraſes, propoſed by the Heterodox Ly 
Way of Accommodation to ſcreen and cloak their Heterodoxies : 
Even fo, it muſt, for the ſame Reaſon, be the Indiſpenſible Duty 
of the Church, to miniſter expreſly and in the moſt manifeſt Terms 
thoſe Neceſſaries of Publick Worſhip, which at any Time are oppoſed, 
by the Enemies of thoſe Truths; ſince ſuch Neceſſaries are equally 
binding and obliging, and the Church is as much bound to ſupport 
and perpetuate them, as any Articles of our Faith; an4 of this we 
have a remarkable Inſtance in the Primitive Church, when the 
Arians, to ſereen their Hereſy, which deny'd the proper Godhead 
of the Son, would in the Church recite this Doxology, © Glory be 
to the Father, by the Son, in the Holy Ghoſt ; The Orthodox 
would by no Means admit of and join with them in it; tho' *twas 
Capable of being interpreted in a ſound Senſe; the Arians refuſed 
the expreſs Orthodox Doxology, and introduced this in its Stead ; the 
Orthodox, therefore, with a holy Zeal, rejected their Novel lnven- 
tion; and adhered to the ExyrEss Doxology : Glory be to the 
Father, and to the Son, and to the Holy Ghoſt.” And io ſhould 
the Church adhere to the Exeress Miniſtrations of all the 
Neceſſaries of Publick Worſhip, in Oppolition to all the Enemies of 
thoſe Truths. | 

Fifthly, And laſtly, by their thus eſtabliſhing Open, Expreſs, and 
Manifeſt Miniſtrations ; they have provided for the Church an 
excellent Antidote and Remedy, againſt the Heterodox Miniſtra- 
tions of thoſe, who would impoſe upon Chriſtians their Terms 
or Forms of Publick Worſhip which are defective of the Litur- 
gick Neceſſaries, or which Trim between Truth and Falſhood as 
to thoſe Neceſſaries; and who promiſe to make up ſuch Detects, 
and amend ſuch Trimming, by the Intention and Meaning of the 
Officiating Prieſt ; for, by adhering to ſuch open, expreſs Mini- 
ſtrations of neceſſary Truths, Defective and Trimming Terms and 
Forms are utterly excluded and have no Admittance ; and then 
the Church will be ſure, that the Neceſſaries are miniſtered in 
Fact, whatſoever the Prieſt's Intention, either thro' Heedleſsneſs, 
or Wickedneſs may happen to be. 

The Invention of ſupplying ſuch Defects in a Liturgy, by the 
Intention of the Prieſt; is a Novel, Whimſical Product of Pri- 
vate Fudgment, which the Primitive Catholick Church was al- 
ways a Stranger to. The Church of Rome indeed has ſuch an 
Invention , whereby ſhe makes the Being of the Sacraments to 
depend on the Intention of the Prieſt ; according to her, all 
Forms are defective without his Intention, but their Defects are 

retended to be ſupply'd by the Intention of the Officiating 
Prieſt! even ſo, our Proteſtant Contrivers of this Scheme, Ras, 
| they 
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they'll own ſome Forms are not Detective, yet when they find any 
to be Defective, they Symbolize ſo far with the Row Novelty, 
as to teach, that the Detect is made up and fully ſuppiyed by the 
Miniſtring Prieſts once declared Meaning and Intention; but th: 
Unhappineſs of this Invention is juch, that as in the Church of 
Rome the People at this Rate, can never be ſure of the Being of 
their Sac: amenis, by reaſon of the Uncertainty of the Prieſts In- 
tention; ſo, the People ſubmitting to this Popiſh-like Invention, 
under ſuch Proteſtant Guides, can never be Certain of the Validi- 
ty, or at beſt the . of their Sacraments, by Reaſon of the 
like Uncertainty of the Prieſt's Intention, who miniſters by a L- 
turgy Detective of the Neceſlaries of thoſe Sacraments. ——- 

But to Evidence the Fallacy of this upſtart Notion ; it is as ma- 
nifeſt as the Sun in his M-ridian Brightneſs, thar Terms reaily 
defective in theſe and ſuch Lke Cates, can never be pollibly tup- 
plyed by any the beſt Meanings and Intentions whatlocyer : a fuw 
Inſtances will be ſufficient to prove this to the common Undes- 
ſtanding of any Lover of Truth: Thus for Example, 

The Church of Rome's declar'd Meaning and Intention, publiſh d 
in her Council of Trent, is, to ad miniſter the whole Sacrament of 
Chriſt's Body and Blood to her Laicks, in One Species only; this 
One Kind only, is Defective of what the Inſtitution requires for 
that Purpoſe; and therefore, none but a Papiſt will grant, that 
the declared Meaning and Intention of that Church, ſupplics the 
Defect of that Miniſtration; for tis fact, the Laicks do not re- 
ceive the whole Sacrament of his Body and Blood. 

The Presbyterians and other Anti-Epiſcopalians, declare, that 
they intend and mean, to have, and convey Chriſt's Commiſion to 
miniſter in Holy Things; but the external Means by which they 
pretend to have and convey this Commiſſion, are Detective, their 
attempted Ordinations are not by Biſhops, they have not therefore 
Chriſt's Commiſſion; and conſequently their Meaning and Inten- 
tion does not ſupply the Defect of the Means, they make uſe of 
to obtain and convey that Commiſſion. | 

So 7 if a ewiſh Prieſt under the Moſaic Diſpenſation, mean- 
ing and intending to offer an acceptable Sacrifice to God, had at- 
tempted to do ſo, by offering a defective Lamb, viz. Blind or 
Lame, his Meaning and Intention would not have cured the Lamo 
of its Blindneſs or Lameneſs; theſe Blemiſhes, theſe Detects would 
have been ſtill the ſame, and his Sacrifice; therefore an Abomin - 
tion to the Lord, whoſe Inſtitution of Sacrifice required a Lamb 
without Bl miſh. 

In ſhort, God has given us ſufficient Warnings, againſt mock- 
ing him with Defedtive External Miniſtrations, tho attended with 
the moſt Jn pious Meanings and Intentions; He makes no 
Provito's for ſuch Meanings; © If ye offer the Blind for Sacriſice is 
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e it not Evil? And if ye offer the Lame and Sick, is it not Evil? 
Offer it now unto thy Governor, will he be pleaſed with thee, or 
« accept thy Perſon ? ſaith the Lord of Hoſts.” Mal. 1. 8. 

His Judgments have been made abundantly manifeſt againſt 
ſuch detective Miniſtrations, in the Caſes of Nadab and Abihu's 
firange Fire, Saul's Sacrifice, Uzz.ah's Attempt to ſupport the Ark, &c. 
notwithſtanding all the pious Meanings and Intentions, that might 
have been pleaded in their Behalf, I have abundant Reaſon to be 
thus large, and I have much more to ſay, againſt this Novel In- 
vention of Men, becauſe you know 'twas ſtarted in Octover 1730. 
by Private Fadgment, and tis to be feared will be of miſchievous 
Conſequence to the Truth and Integrity of God's Worſhip in the 
Church of Chriſt, if ſo odd and ungroundcd a Scheme ſhould be 
admitted. 

But as for a Trimming Liturgy, a Liturgy that Trims between 
Truth and Falſhood in the Neceflaries of God's Worſhip, *tis ſo 
exactly like Infidelity it elf, that it regards Orthodoxy of Pra- 
ctice, zo more than it does the Oppoſite Heterodoxy; Tis ſuch 
a Laodicean lukewarm Monſter, that no Church in the World 
will own it to be her Offspring; for, what Church will acknow- 
ledge herſelf to be guilty of that baſe Diſregard and wretched 
Careleſsneſs for the Truths of God, and their Preſervation ? For 
which Kind of Tepidity our Blefled Saviour reproves the Biſhop 
of Laodicea, with the Addition of a Terrible Threat, ſaying, 
I know thy Works, that thou art neither Col. p nor Hor: I would 
« thou thou wert Col. p or Hor. So then, becauſe thou art LUKE- 
« WARM, and neither Col. p nor Hor, I will Spue thee out of my 
« Mouth, Becauſe thou ſayeſt, I am Rich, and increaſed with 
« Goods and have need of nothing: and knoweſt not that thou art 
« IWretched and Miſerable, and Poor, and Blind, and Naked, * &c. 


| Rev. 111. 15, 16, 17. Much leſs will any Church own, that ſhe 


eſtabliſhes Iniquity by a Law, which ſhe certainly does, when 
ſhe compoſes a Trimming Liturgy in Favour of Heterodoxy, or 
in Condeſcenſion to the falſe Notions of the Enemies of Litur- 
gick Neceſſaries, and procures for it a Legal Eſtabliſhment. 

But, Thanks be to God, that his Divine Providence in the 
Years 1717. and 1718. made ſome Biſhops the happy Inſtru- 
ments of providing BETTER THiNnGs for the Church, by their 
Primitive Catholick Declaration then made, and by their Pious 
Proviſion for the Exeress Primitive Catholic Miniſtration of 
Necessary Liturgick Truths, in the Publick Worſhip of God, 
at that Time eſtabliſſd by them; whereby we are preſerved 
trom the Slavery of confiding in a Popiſh Intention of the Prieſt for 
the Orthodoxy of our Worſhip ; and our Zeal for God's Glory and 
his Church's Edifcation, in the ManirEesTATION of his 
Necessary TRUTHS, is kept alive and ſaved from dwindling 
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into that Laodicean Lukewarmneſs and Indifferency which God 
abhors. 


$. V. And now let us ſee how Conformable and Conſiſtent 
with all this, is your Letter of Thanks and Commendation to the 
Author of © two Diſcourſes, &c. Printed (I am told at New- 
caſtle) Anno M, DCC, XXXII. 


$. VI. The Beginning of your Letter at pag. xxvi. of his Pre- 
face, to paſs by your Compliment. for his kind Method, which 
would have been much KINDER to the Church and more agree- 
able to Truth, if his Method had taken the Exexess Miniſtrations 
of the Primitive and Univerſal Church, for the Guidance and 
Direction of his Private Fudgment ; to pals by this, I ſay, you firſt 
acknowledge, as to the eſtabliſhed Office, viz. of the Church of 
England, Theſe Things | namely the Mixture, Prayer for the 
Faithful departed, the Oblation and Invocation ] © are not there 
« ſo clearly expreſſed as might be deſired.” This ſhews, that the 
Facts of 1717, and 1718, and your own Writings, are ſtill ſtrug- 
ling for a Prevalence upon your Mind, in favour of the Expreſs 
Miniſtration of © theſe Things ” ; but ſtill, here is lurking a Snake 
in the Graſs, an Inſinuation, that « theſe Things”; are in ſome 
meaſure ExPRESSED in that Office, when in Fact they are not 
there EXPRESSED at all; this is a Negative of the Truth of 
which, any honeſt Man's Eyes will convince him upon the fiſt 
Sight of that Communion Service; and your own immediately 
following Words, confirm this: for, fay you, © VERY MANY 
« of thoſe who have declared their Aſſent and Conſent to it, and 
% have always uſed it, have not found ſome at leaſt, ir any 
« theſe Particulars therein, we hope we may be alſo excuſable for 
* not diſcovering them to be there. Here are VERY MANY 
Learned Clergy Men, who muſt well know the Contents of the 
Book to give their Aſſent and Conſent to it, and whole Quick- 
neſs and Sharpneſs of Sight is not at all inferior to that of your 
Author, who have not found © theſe Particulars in their Litur- 
gy. What's the Matter? Tis not for want of Sight or Under- 
ſtanding, I hope; nor can it be charged upon their ſhutting their 
Eyes, and never making Uſe of their Underſtanding; tor even the 
« we (you join with them) who for many Years together have 
been induſtriouſly uſing our Eyes and Underſtanding to find theſe 
Things, are by you termed, © Excuſable for not diſcovering them to be 
e there; So that, the Non-diſcovery mult be owing to theirAblence, 
or -Non-appearance there, which is the fame thing: Nay, to make 
the very beſt of the Matter, your own ſaying, No w, after all our 
induſtrious Sceking, that they are not © ſoclearly expreſſed as might 
« be defired,” ſhey's, that their Darknels and Obſcurity falls ſhort 
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of that neceſſary Light, whereby the reaſonable Deſire of the Church 
foul, | according to the Canons of the Holy Ghoſt] be fulfil'd 
and illuminated, to the Glory of God, and her Edification; for, the 
Church has nothing more to Destre than this, in any of the 
Sacerdotal Miniſtrations : and when this is not provided as it ought 
to be, the Governours of the Church are bound to amend it, by 
making © theſe Things” to be © ſo clearly expreſſed.” 


F. VII. In pag. xxviii. ſpeaking of © theſe Things you de- 
clare yourſelf to be of the Number of thoſe who * till do believe 
« them to be NECESSARY.” Since then they are NECESSARY, 
tis evident, that they ought to be Manifeſtly and Expreſly mini- 
ſtered ; for, theſe Neceflaries of Liturgick Worſhip, were never 
otherwiſe Miniſtered by the Primitive and Univertal Church; and 
indeed any Attempt of Miniſtring them otherwiſe, is an Advance- 
ment of Modern Private Fudgment, above, and ſuperior to, the 
Wiſdom and Judgment of the Primitive and Univerſal Church; 
an obſcuring and hiding, and conſequent endangering the Loſs 
of neceſſary Truths ; a robbing God of his Glory, and the Church 
of her Edification, the two Goſpel Deſigns and Ends of all Pub- 
lick Chriſtian Miniſtrations. 


$. VIII. You tell your Author, in the fame page, concerning 
the Church of England, and her retaining theſe Neceſſaries in her 
preſent Liturgy, that he has proved, 


% Hat ſhe has ſo well provided for them, that without wreſting, 
« her Words, ſhe may very fairly be underſtood to have them all.” 


This, under Favour, is nothing but the Dictate of your Private 
Judgment, not at all directed and regulated by the Practice of the. 
Primitive and Univerſal Church. While your judgment forms it 
ſelf according to that unerring Pattern and Example, you judge 
well; but when you vary from that ſafe Direction, we are not 
obliged to follow you, in ſuch important Marters: That Gentle- 
man's Book has not at all prov'd, what you ſay he has; He has 
uttered his own PRIVATE JUDGMENT indeed, which is of no 
AUTHORITY in this Caſe; and he has made ſome fruileſs At- 
tempts to find Arguments for his Purpoſe; but, that he has not 
proved it, is very manifeſt, by duly comparing his Endeayours, 
with the Publick Authentick As themſelves of the Church of 
England; and thoſe Acts, with the Practice of the Primitive and 
Univerſal Church. This is the only Rule, by which to form a 
fight Judgment of what any the beſt Writer affirms ſhe has pro- 
vided for, in her Liturgy ; Thoſe Acts and that Practice laid to- 
gether, do plainly prove, that ſhe has not at all provided for thoſe 
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Uſages, but really rejected and thrown them out of her Liturgy ; 
as, God willing, ſhall be proved hereafter ; and conſequently, that 
your Author's Attempt to PI that ſhe has them all, is no 
more than his own ungrounded Fancy, which is deſtitute of any 
real Argument to ſupport it. 

A very judicious and learned Clergy-man of my Acquaintance, 
who does not make Uſe of our Office, gives this juſt Character 
of your Author's Performance: Says he, „Ihe beſt Judgment I 
« can paſs upon ” it © after having conſidered it very impartially, is, 
« That it is more Cunning, than Fudicious ; more Politick, than Pious; 
« more Puxxling, than Convincing.” 


$ IX. Tis pity to ſee how fluctuating and uncertain, even to 
Inconſiſtency, you are in this Matter; for firſt, you ſay, © Theſe 
« Things are not there (id eſt, in the Church of England's Litur- 
oy ) ſo clearly expreſſed as © might be deſired” as in my 6th Sec- 
tion; and now, © ſhe may very fairy be underſtood to have them all ,” 
then again, pag. 30. we ſhall find you affirming, that “whether 
« they are, or are not provided for ” « is a Matter has 
« not yet been determined, by a ſufficient AUTHORITY, ſuch as 
« thoſe who live within the Pale of the Church of England, and 
« therefore owe Obedience to her Authority, are under Obligation to 
te acquieſce in,” Thus, according to you, the Church of England, 
« may very fairly be underſtood to have them all ” in her Liturgy ; 
but they © are not there ſo clearly expreſſed as might be deſired” 
nay, that they are” there provided for, „has not yet been deter- 
« mined by A SUFFICIENT AUTHORITY.” The beautiful 
Harmony and Conſiſtency of this, ſhews it ſelf ; and by this laſt 
Clauſe you, in Effect, tell us, that conſequently your Author's Per- 
formance is of no ſufficient Authority to determine, that theſe 
Things are 1n that Liturgy. | 


§. X. But, ſince you give us your Word, [from Spring Grove, 
Nov. 8. 1731. the Date of your Letter to your Author] © That 
« without wreſting her | the Church of England's] * Words, ſhe 
« may very fairly be underſtood to have them all,” wiz. all the ſaid 
four üg, I muſt remind you, and inform my Brethren, of one 
very great Secret, which' never was committed to my Breaſt by 
Way of ConFEss$10N not to be divulg'd; and therefore I ſhall 
not be guilty of any Sacrilegious Breach of Truſt, if I lay it open to 
the whole World; Nay, I believe I ſhall do the Church Ser 
vice, by giving her a Caution againſt repoſing her Confidence in 
the modern meer Private Fudgment of any Man whatſoever. And 
the Secret is this; that in ſo ſhort a Time as but four Months and 
19 Days after your ſaid Letter of Commendation, you wrote 
another Letter to a Friend in London, dated 27 March a. 32, 
wherein, 
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wherein with abundance of Freedom, relating to the four neceſ- 
fary Ulages, you diſcloſe to him, a very frightful Opinion which 
you entertain in Diſcommendation of the Church of England, viz. 
« That her Endeavour has been to TRIM, and not to declare poſi- 
te tively in this or ſome other Matters, but to word her Liturgy 
« and Articles, ſo as they might be interpreted different Hays. 
Theſe are your very Words : and, not content with this, you 
write to the {ame Friend another Letter, dated 22 April 1732. 
in Vindication of your“ charging the Church of England with 
& T RIMMIN OG, Which your ſaid Friend had told you was 
© AN HEAVY CHARGE: You therein tell him, © The Thirty- 
« nine Articles were drawn up to pleaſe the Calviniſts,” and ſhew 
how, in your Opinion, ** thoſe who differ from the Calviniſis ma 

« fairly ſubſcrive, and interpret them in a more orthodox Senſe,” 
particularly in the 17th Article of Predeſtination: And thus you 
repreſent that Church as TRIMMING in her 39 Articles, and 
then teach the Art of Trimming to thoſe who may be called upon 
to ſubſcribe them. Then you proceed © zo the Communion Office, 
ce and the four Points, and ſhem (as you ſay) how Sir Trimmer 
« as to them.” This you ATTEMPT to do very largely, too 
long for me here to recite : You charge her with Trimming 
in theſe Things from the ſecond Reformed Common Prayer Book 
to the Review, 4:0 1662, and to this Day you ſay “ She trims 
« fill” Your Words are, © As to the Mixture and Invocation 


ce ſhe Trims till.“ And as to Prayer for the Faithful 
© departed, ſhe added a TRIMMING Clauſe jo the Prayer for the 
« Church Militant.” —— So worded as to give no Offence 


&« to thoſe who looked upon ALLPRAYER for the Dead to be Popery.” 
This is a frightful Character, as I have obſerved at the latter End 
of my IVth 8, and is ſo ſcandalouſly Latitudinarean, &c. that my 
Charity will not let me believe it ; and no Man who bears any 
the leaſt Reſpect for the Church of England will allow of it: She 
herſelf doubtleſs would never own, and upon Trial will diſclaim, 
this heavy Charge, and therefore the Accuſation is nothing but 
the Reſult of your Private Fudgment; for, her publick authentic 
Acts ſhew her to have more Sincerity, and that ſhe is but on one 
Side of the Queſtions, and that ſhe does not Trim, but declare 
and practice in Di/allowance of all theſe Things. Unaffected Ig- 
norance and Miſtakes, where there is Sincerity, carry a better 
Face, and are more pitiable and excuſable in the Sight of God 
and Man, than affected and deſigned Trimming between Truth 
and Falſhood, where there is the Knowledge of the Truth ; the 
firſt is likely to be reclaimed upon better Information, but the 
latter ſeems to be irreclaimable, while it knows the Truth, and 
+4 pad favours, encourages, and eſtabliſhes Error and 


Upon 
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Upon the whole, this is very remarkable, that how much 


ſoever you in Print commend your Author, and his Attempts 


to prove the Perfection of the Eſtabliſh'd Liturgy ; yet atter all 
this, you ſeriouſly 4 forth, and in earneſt privately own to 
your Correſpondents by Letter, the prevailing Sentiments of 
your Mind, that this Liturgy, even as to the great Neceſſaries 
contended for, is a Trimming Liturgy, and conſequently your 
and your Author's late Schemes to reduce us back to the Uſe 
of that Liturgy, without amending it, are only Schemes to 


make us part with an honeſt ſound Catholick Liturgy, which 


manifeſts the Truths of God, in exchange for what you your- 
ſelf call and believe to be a Trimming Liturgy; and which, if 
ſuch, diſhoneſtly obſcures, hides, and obſtructs the Manifeſtation 
of thoſe Truths, to the Encouragement: and Increaſe of the 
contrary Errors and Heterodoxies. DONS 


$ XI. You attempt to prove, that the Church of England 
does not prohibit the Mixture: Your Aim at an Argument is 
this, pag. xxviii. © Tho it was particularly and expreſly ordered in 
« the firſs Reformed Liturgy, and left out of the ſecond, and by 
« Excluſion of that Order in the ſecond Liturgy may SEEM T9 
«© BE PROHIBITED 5 yet moſt certainly it was not; for in the 
very ſame Rubric was an Order for the Prieſt to place the 
« Bread and Wine on the Altar, and that Order was alſo excluded 
« at the ſame time, and no Order at all left in that Liturgy for 
« the Prieſt or any one elſe to place any Bread and Wine — ? 
« Yet ſurely no one will ſay that the Prieſt was thereby pronIBITED 
© TO PLACE IT THERE, As he had beengordered to do BY THE FIRST 
© LiTURGY. And if, notwithſtanding this Excluſion, or rather 
Omiſſion of the whole Rubrick, the Prieſt was not prohibited to 
« place Bread and Wine on the Altar, neither was he prohibited 
« to place there ſuch Wine as he had been ordered to do, that is, 
« Wine mix d with Vater.“ Thus far you. And the Anſwer 
to this is, That here is nothing but a Fallacy; for, the ſecond, 
Lirergy, and all the following Liturgies to the laſt Review, do 
neceſſarily and unavoidably ſuppoſe the Bread and Wine to be 
on the Communion Table when the Prieſt prays there; g 


2 


« Grant that we receiving THz s E thy Creatures of Bread 
« and Mine, &c. 


For how ſhould he call them TuEs E, if they were not there 
before him; conſequently, the Liturgies neceſſarily ſuppoi: ſome 
bode either Prieſt or Laick, muſt place them there, for they, 
could not place themſelves, and therefore to be {ure the Prieſt 
was no more prohibited than * other Perſon; but the Caſe 
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is not the ſame as to Water, in theſe Liturgies; there is not one 
Word in any of their Rubricks, or Prayers, or Exhortations, 
that does but ſo much as ſuppoſe Water mix'd with the Wine ; 
the Mixture was a Rite or Ceremony order'd by the firſt Liturgy ; 
the ſecond and following Liturgies excluded this Rite ; and the 
Acts of Uniformity prohibit any other Rite or Ceremony than 
what is in theſe latter Liturgies, therefore the Acts of Uni- 
formity prohibit the Rite or Ceremony of making the Mixture : 
Nay more, ſo particular are thoſe Acts, [See 1970 Eliz. & 
14 Carol. II.] that they prohibit to © de any other Rite, 


Ceremony, &c. 1 ＋* or prizily,” whereby even the Rite ot 


private Mixture 1s forbidden. 

$ XII. But notwithſtanding, you ſay, © Biſhop Andrews and 
* others mix d, Cc. pag. xxviii. What then? Is it any thing 
ſtrange for Biſhops and others to act contrary to the Laws of 
their own Church, when they have a Mind to follow the Laws 
of the Catholick Church? Nay more, are there not many In- 
ſtances of Biſhops and others breaking thro' the Rubricks of 
their Church, without any ſuch View? This does not prove, 
that their particular Church allows them by her Laws to do ſo, 
tho' ſhe takes no Cognizance of it, for want of Informers and 
Proſecution : Beſides, 8 and all thoſe others you 
ſpeak of, are not the Church of England, and therefore theirs 
are none of her Acts, and conſequently not at all to the Purpoſe. 


XIII. You have another Aim to prove that the Mixture 
is not prohibited; and *tis by this Fallacy, pag. xxix. In the 
Language of the Church, Wine ſo mix d, was nevertheleſs call d 
« by the BARE NAME OF WINE, and was ſo called by the 
« firſt Liturgy, in the Order to ſet Bread and Wine on the Altar, 
« tho Water by ExeRtss ORDER had been mix d with it: 
« And if an Order for the Prieſt to ſet Bread and Wine on the 
« Altar was THEN no Prohibition of the Mixture, an Order 


« for the Prieſt to place Bread and Wine on the Table, can be no 


c Prohibition 4 it Now,” viz, in the preſent Book. How won- 
derful is this Pretence of an Argument! It juſtly deſerves the 
Name of a Fallacy, when every body that will but look upon 
the two Rubricks, viz. the firſt and the preſent, will imme- 
diately ſee that they are unlike, and not agreeable with one 
another ; and that therefore 'tis fallacious to pretend to argue 
from the firſt in favour of the latter : For, the Rubrick in the 
firſt Liturgy orders the Prieſt to put * the Wine into the Cha- 
« lice,” mn putting thereto a little pure and clean Mater: 
And ſetting forth the Bread and Wine upon the Altar, &c.” 
 [Collier's Collection of Records, Ne LIX. Eccleſ. Hiſt. Vol. II.] 

Here 
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Here the Language of the Church is evidently of a two-fold 
Signification, in the Uſe of the ſame Word WINE: The firſt 
Word Wine is ſpoken of, betore and without any previous Or- 
der for mixing, and therefore is Wing unmix'd, and ſo 
would have remained unmix'd, if no Mixture had been en- 
joined; but the Mixture is immediately after expreſly ordered, 
and therefore the Word WINE next following the Mixture, 
muſt neceſſarily be that WINE MIx'p: So that, the firſt Part 
of that Rubrick is of Vine unmix'd, becauſe of no Order yet 
for mixing; and the latter Part of that Rubrick is of h 
Vine, becauſe it was juſt before ex preſly ordered to be mix'd. 
The rational Concluſion then from this Rubric k is, That when 
the Church of England in her Communion Service {peaks of 
the Sacramental Wine, having not at all appointed it to be 
mix'd before, .ſhe then ſpeaks of Vine unmix d; and when in 
her Communion Service, ſhe ſpeaks of the Szcramental Wine, 
after ſhe has expreſly ordered it to be mix'd ; then ſhe ſpeaks 
of Wine mix'd with Water, tho' ſhe ſpeaks of it only by the 
Word Wine, becauſe Wine is the largeſt Quantity of the 
Compoſition. This is the true State of the Caſe in the firſt 
Reformed Liturgy ; but the Liturgies after this, particularly 
ſince the laſt Review, have nothing of this Advantage; for, 
the Rubrick, ſince that Review, is only this, © When there is 
« a Communion the Prieſt ſhall then place upon the Table ſo 
te much Bread and W1NE as he ſhall think ſufficient.” There is 
no Order before this, for mixing The WINE with Water, 
therefore this Wine is not mix d; (as we obſcrv'd juſt now on 
the firſt Part of the old Rubrick:) there is no Order after wards 
for mixing this Wine with Water, in any Part of this Rubrick, 
nor indeed in any other Rubrick whatſoever; therefore the 
Wine before ſpoken of ſtill remains unmix'd. Thus this Ru- 
brick is diſſimilar, and altogether unlike the old one, and thtre- 
fore no Argument can be drawn trom the old Rubrick in fa- 
vour of the New; the new Rubrick rejects and throws out 
the Order of the old Rubrick for mixing; therefore the new 
Rubrick ſpeaks of no other than Nnmix d Wine: The Convocation 
that made this new Rubrick, and thereby appointed the Rite or 
Ceremony of placing this Wine upon the Table, procured a Law 
of the State, prohibiting to © aſe any oTuer Rite, Certmony, 
© wc.” « openly or Pen” [1770 Elix. & 1410 
Carol. II.] conſequently, this new Rubrick, in Conjunction 
with the Law of the State, prohibits the Ri7e or Ceremony of 
mixing the Wine with Water openiy or privily. 

In ſhort, when we are ſatisfied that a Church orders and 
practiſes the Mixture, then we may rationally conclude that 
when ſhe ſpeaks of this Mixture by the one Word Mine, ſhe 
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does it to avoid Circumlocution, or round-about Language, 
and ſpeaks of the Whole, by the Name of the largeſt Quan- 
tity of the Compoſition. But when we are lure that a 
Church nct only rejects and throws out all Order and Rubrick 
for the Practice of the Mixture, but alſo procures State Laws to 
prohibit it, then, we may depend on it, that all her Sayings 
about her Sacramental Wine, amount to no more than her 
ſpeaking of anmiæ d Wine. The Difference between this new 
Rubrick and the old one is ſo palpable, that it needs no further 
Enlargement; and therefore J proceed to your next Endea- 
vour. 


$ XIV. In pag. xxix. in favour of the Church of England's 
having provided tor © Prayer for the Faithful departed,” in her 
preſent Liturgy ; you tell us, that in the ſecond Reformed Li- 
turgy, © in the Burial Office there remain d a Petition for them.” 
This you do not endeavour to prove, and therefore it is not 
very material for me to enter any other Argument againſt your 
bare Aſſertion, at preſent, than what your good Friend the 
Reverend Author of the Neceſſity of an Alteration, &c. "a 129. 
has told us long ſince, vix. As to the Burial Office, (ſays he) 
« it may be ſuſjicient to obſerve, that this does not relate to the 
« INTERVAL between Death and Fudgment ; that ir ir BE 4 
Supplication for the Dead, it is INCONSISTENT with the 
excluſwve Clauſe in the Title to the Prayer for Chriſt's Church; 
ce and laſily, that it is no Part of the EUCHARISTICAL SERVICE ; 

ſo that if we ſhould allow it the utmoſt Signification” © we 
« ſhould yet ſtand off from the Primitive Chriſtians, make a Schiſns 
« in the Sacred Body of our Lord, and divide from the largeſt 
« and beſt Part of the Catholick Church. 
But I have more to ſay upon this Burial Office hereafter, in 
Proof, that according to the Publick Acts of the Church of 
England, it does not in Truth neceſſarily contain any Petition 
at all for the Dead. 
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SXV. But you'd make us believe concerning © the Prayer 
&« for the State of Chriſt's Church,” That © at the laſt Review 
42 a Clauſe was added at the Concluſion of that Prayer, in 
« which the Dead are evidently commemorated; and if we may 
« believe Biſhop Bull, (ſay you) are prayed for alſo in the SAME 
« MaxNeR as they were prayed for in the Primitive Church.” 
Here, before I quote you any further, I muſt obſerve, that 
the Clauſe you {peak of does only © Bleſs” God's © Holy Name 
« for all“ his © Servants departed this Life in” his © Faith and 
« Fear,” This is Thankſgiving ; then, that there is no Prayer 
for them, but that the Petition immediately annexed is only 
; or 
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for the Living: The Petition is this, „ Beſeeching thee to give us 
« Grace So to follow their good Examples, Tuar with them WI. 
©« May BE PARTAKERS of thy Heavenly Kingdom. This Petition 
prays for a Necesstry Mans to attain a Consol Exn, 
depending on that Means: The neceſſary Means 15 © Grace So 
« t0 follow their (the Departeds) good Examples;” this neceſſary 
Mans is therefore only for the Living; the End of this Means 
is literally exprefled, “ Thar with them we (viz. the Living) 
« may be Partakers of thy Heavenly Kingdom.” The necellary 
afrans and the Fnd, therefore, being cloſely connected by the 
two Words So and THAr, are unavoidably prayed for in Be— 
half of none but the {ame Perſons; the neceſſary Means is in 
Behalf of the Livinz only, the End therefore is in Behalf of 
the Living only; ſo that, the End hers. is, that they enjoying 
the Kingdom of Heaven, we my be Partakers with them in 
that Enjoyment ; for, we inall ſee by and by, that this Church 
teaches, their Souls go ſtraitways to Heaven, and necd no 
Prayer. {Vide 3d Part of the Homily of Prayer.] | 

If any one will deny this, and aſhrm, that the End prayed 
for, is in Behalf of the Departed as well as the Living; then, ac- 
cording to him, our following the good Examples of the Saints 
departed, muſt be the neceſſary Mean: of their being made Par- 
takers of God's Heavenly Kingdom; which I am ture is falſe 
Divinity ; for, at this rate their final Happineſs ſtands upon a 
very precarious and uncertain Foundation, if our following their 
good Examples muſt be the neceſſary Means for their procuring 
thereof. We are not therefore bound to believe Biſhop Bull's 
private . p. if he ſays, as you iay he docs, that in this 
Clauſe the Dead are prayed for“ In TE SAME Manxer as they 
« were prayed for in the Primitive Church.” It is aſtoniſhing 
that you, of all Men, ſhould fay any ſuch thing, when your 
ſerious Thoughts (communicated in a Letter to your Friend, 
concerning this very Clauſe, the 22d of April laſt) are, that 
this is“ A Trimming CLAusk,“ « ſo worded as to give 
4 no Offence to thoſe who look'd upon ALL Prayers Fox THE DEAD 
« ro be Popery;** when you alſo have ſhew'd in your Collection 
of Liturgies, and every one that knows the Primitive Church, 
knows, that ſhe never TMM‘, but prayed expreſly for the Dead; 
that this was HER MaxxER of praying for them; and conſe- 
quently this Aſſertion of that Clauſe's praying tor them“ in 
« the ſame Manner is directly contrary to the Truth, ſo long 
as the Church of England does not either in that, or any other 
Petition whatſoever, expreſly pray for them. 

What you fay of the“ Knowledge” of that Biſhop, and kis 
Acquaintance with ſeveral of the Reviewers, is nothing to the 
Purpoſe ; you might with as * a Grace have referred us to 

3 his 
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his Learning and Knowledge, for his Notions and Practice as to 
Loyalty and Civil Government; theſe are but poor Pleas; our Re- 
ligion itſelf, at ſuch a rate, muſt be as various and changeable 
as are the Opinions of learned Men; and this would make it 
monſtrous! but Thanks be to God we have a more certain 
Rule to guide us, the Holy Scriptures, and conſentient Doctrine 
and Practice of the Primitive and Univerſal Church; Biſhop 
Bull's Private fudg ment, when brought to the Trial by this Rule, 
is found to be under a Miſtake and as to his own Church's 
Practice, his Opinion (how learned ſoever he was) is no Act 
of the Church of England; other Biſhops of a contrary Opinion 
to his, are no more to be diſregarded upon the Account of 
Learning and Knowledge than he was : Biſhop Bull thqught 
the Church of England ought to have Prayers for the Dead, 


and his Opinion of her Goodneſs made him think ſhe has them; 


but his thinking and ſaying do not prove that ſhe has, when 
her publick Acts demonſtrate that ſhe has not. So on the 
other ſide, the late Biſhop Burnet's Opinion of her Conſtitution 
is, that “ in this of praying for the Dead” ſhe has © verarTED 
« from the Practice of the Antients.” | See his Expoſition of her 
39 Articles, pag. 225.) Biſhop Burnet's Learning and Know- 
ledge ſure were ſufficient to ſee the Truth ot her Conſtitution ; 
but his bare Opinion alſo proves nothing; her publick Acts have 
the Truth of the Matter, and muſt be the Touchſtone by which 
to try the contrary Opinions of theſe two Biſhops : By this Trial 
Biſhop Burnet is found to be in the Right in his Opinion, and 
Biſhop Bull to be in the Wrong: And ſo I leave at preſent your 
Article of Prayer for the Dead. 


$ XVI. You fay but very little for the Church of England's 
having the Catholick Invocation to bleſs the Elements, but 
only refer us to © Dr. Comber and others,” who interpret the 
Words, © Hear us, O merciful Father, c“ to the Senſe of that 
Invocation, pag. xxix. And can you ſeriouſly commit us to the 
Guidance of this Doctor in ſo important a Matter? A private 
Prieſt, whoſe well-known Doctrine about the Chriſtian Duty 
of Loyalty, is a frightful Encouragement to ſupport and uphold 
all ſucceſsful Rebellions againſt rightful Princes? [See his 
Precious Orthodoxy, in his Doctrine of Allegiance, in his Diſ- 
courſe on the Offices for the th of November, zoth of Fanuary, 
and 29th of May, printed 1696. and more particularly in p. 220. 
of that Book.) Such Teachers would bring a Diſreputation 
upon the very Articles of our Chriſtian Faith, if they were 
not better ſupported than by their Dogmatical Private Fudg- 
ment. Away then with ſuch falſe Guides, and let us attend to 
the Primitive Church, who never called upon God but in Ex- 


2 


Ea 
E. 
; 
2 
| 


* 
bt 
> © 
Mu 
** 
9 
* 
. 
* 
+ 
. #5 
24 
"of a 
F * 
— : 1 
FA 
2 
SY 
"« 
* 
N 
4 
E 
* u 
5, 1 
Fa 
K 
al 2 br 
3 
E * 
us £0 
Þ v.75 
Id 4 
* * 
- 
oy oy 
* 
_ 
* 8 
E 4 
3 
1 
4 = 
3 
25 
R 
a 
A" 
oe” 
3 
3 
24 
_ g % 
"2H 
* 
bo 4 
1 1 
LT 
— 
. 
5 
2 
(© 
1 
? 
* 
V- 
$ 
2 
* 
* 
"Ft 
Ly 
= 
* 
4 
- 


2 


F WW vo Wo OO» 


Las) 


preſs Terms, to make the Elements to be the Body and Blood of 


Chriſt. She uſed no Trimming Invocation; ſhe was honeſt, 
plain, full, and expreſs, and had nothing of that fallacious Man- 
ner of Worſhip in this Inſtance, wherewith your Letter to your 
Friend of the 2 2d of April laſt, ſeriouſly and deliberately charges 
the Church of England with relation to her Prayer “ Hear us, 
« O merciful Father, ., That “ as to the Invocation ſhe 
« Trims ſill,” This Trimming, according to your ſaid Letter, 
ſpeaking of the Calviniſts, was © 70 aich them,” and 
« to be made agreeable to their © Dodrine”, which we know 
(and I hope you think) to be Heterodox in this Matter. And 
therefore 'tis our Security to adhere to the Primitive Church's 
Expreſs Invocation, to protect us from the Malignity of what 


your cool Thoughts prompt you to declare, is but a Trimming 


Invocation, and conſequently a Favourer and Promoter of He- 
terodoxy. | 


$ XVII. As for the true Chriſtian Oblation and Sacrifice of 
Chriſt's Repreſentative Body and Blood to his Father, you have 
not one Word to ſay about it; you ſcem to have drop'd or 
forgot it, though we have contended for and practis d it theſe 
15 Years, according to the Example and Expreſs Practice of 
the Primitive and Univerſal Church. But inſtead of this, you 
refer us to the Arguments of © Biſhop Hickes, Mr. Laurence, 
« and others,” tor an Oblation of Bread and Wine when the 
Prieſt places them on the Altar —But this you very well 
know, is only the Offering of ux coNSECRATED ELE- 
MEN TS, [Which the Greek Church calls the firſt Oblation, and] 
which is not the great Oblation or Offering of Chriſt's Repre- 
ſentative Body and Blood ; and conſequently, the Oblation you 
ſpeak of is utterly foreign to the Sacrifice contended for. 

As for Biſhop Hickes he never has prov'd, nor could he ever 
prove, that the Church of England has this Great Chriſtian Sa- 
crifice of Chriſt's Repreſentative Body and Blood. 

And as for Mr. Laurence a Laick Anno 1712, in his Book 
entitled, © The Biſhop of Oxford 's Charge conſider d he has uſed 
Arguments which he thinks do prove the Oblation of the 
Unconſecrated Bread and Wine ; But as to any of his Attempts in 
that Book, to prove that the Church of England offers to God 
the Father, the Sacrifice of Chriſt's Repreſentative Body and 
Blood; upon his ſerious Review of that Church's Publick Au- 
thentick Ads, and his attentive comparing of them with the 
manifeſt Prattice of the Primitive and Univerſal Church, relating 
to This Great Sacrifice, he looks upon thoſe his Attempts to 
be only the Reſult of his Laich Private Fudgment ; that, now 
better intorm'd, he finds they fall ſnort of good Argument to 
| Þ 4 prove 
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prove this great Point, of the Church of England's offering the 
Sacrifice of Chriſi's Repreſentative Body and Blood; That her 
want of a Prayer of Oblation wherewith to offer this tre- 
mendous Sacrifice, as the Primitive and Univerſal Church 
ofter'd it, abundantly ſhews the Inſufficiency of his ſeeming 
Arguments to that Purpoſe; and ſo he acknowledges and de- 
fires me to declare for him in this publick Manner ; and that 
he thanks God for the Evidence and Example of the Pure Pit 


mitive Church, by which his Private Judgment is now better 


directed, and happily prevented from miſleading him, with 
relation to this and other GREAT NecessARIEs of Litur- 
gick Miniſtrations, which are of too exalted a Nature, and 
their InsTiTUTION (Divine) of too binding an Obliga- 
tion, than to be ſo tamper'd with by modern human Fancy, 
and Novel znprecedented Schemes, as will certainly obſcure and 
darken the hrightneſs of their Glory, hide their excellent 
Beauty, render them imperceptible, and undiſcoverable, and 
conlequently make them to be ſo miſerably neglected, laid 
aſide and rejected, as if they were of no Value and Obligation 
to the Prieſts and People in the Church of Chriſt. 


XVIII. And now, after all you have offer'd, in Com- 


mendation of your Author's Performance, and to recommend 
what your laſt Opinion calls a Trimming LiTuRGY; like 
a Man in Suſpence and Uncertainty, you ſay, “ Mach then has 
* and may le ſid Pro and Con with regard to theſe four Points, 
« whether they are, or are not provided for in the Eſtabliſh'd 
« Liturgy, and is a Matter has not YET BEEN determin'd by a 
« SUFFICIENT AUTHORITY, ſuch as thoſe who live within 
« the Pale of the Church of ENo6LANnD, and therefore owe 
« Obedience to her Authority, are under Obligation to acquieſce 
« in, The Convccation is wdoubtedly the moſt proper Fudge to 
« Yetermine this Controverſy. but that has not been permitted to 
« act ſince the laſt Review, which was 70 Years ago, and for 
« ought any one knows it may be 70 Years more, before it will 
« be legally permitted to Act again.” p. xxx. 
Now Sir, for you to ſay that this“ Matter has not yet been 
„ determin'd by a SUFFICIENT AUTHORITY,” &c. ſhews, 
either that you forget was determin d the 19th and 2oth of 
December 1717 Sec p. 4, 5,6. or elſe that you diſown the 
N of that Authority by which it was then determin d; 
If you forget that it was then determin'd, I now remind you 
of it; vid. p. 4, 5, 6. If you diſown the Sur r1ciency of 
the Authority, then conſequently you fink ſo low, as to think, 
either that the Perſons who then determin'd it were not Or- 
thodox Catholick Biſhops 3 or elſe, that Orthodox Catholick 
Biſhops 
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Biſhops have not Sur HII AUTHORITY, to determine 
where and when the Neceſſaries of Publick Worſhip are want- 
ing; and to ſupply That want by appointing the Manifeſt ex- 
preſs Miniſtration of thoſe Neceſſaries. Take which of theſe 
you pleaſe, you will fall under a Miſtake ; for the Determiners 
were Orthodox Catholic k Biſhops 5 and ſuch Biſhops have 
Sufficient Authority to make ſuch Determination; otherwiſe, 
the Powers of Orthodox Epiſcopacy are not ſufficient to ſup- 
ply the Spiritual Neceſlities of the Church, which is a great 
Abſurdity. | 


& XIX. But you would have this “ Sufficient Authority“ 
to be Such as thoſe who live within the PaLE or Tus 
« CHURCH OF ENGLAND, and therefore owe Obedience to 
« ber AUTHORITY, are under Obligation to acquieſce in.“ 
Here is an Ambiguity ; you don't declare what is © tbe Pale 
« of the Church of England, If you mean the Large extended 
Pale of the Church of England incorporated with the State; 
why then this Church and State conjunctly have by their Pub- 
lick Acts determin'd, that theſe Points are not in the Liturgy 
of the Church of England, witneis her Homilies, Common 
Prayer Book, 39 Articles of Religion, and Acts of Uniformity ; 
But if you mean the little contracted Pale of what ſome call the 
Church of England, even here alſo it is determined by the Or- 
thodox, that the four Points are not in that Lirurgy : So that, 
all who live in the Pale of the Church of England, (as you ex- 
preſs it) whether the extended or contracted Pale, are obliged 
to acquieſce ſo far, as to agree that they are not there, and then 
to act accordingly : But to be more particular on this Matter: 


XX. You ſay that ©« the Convocation is undoubtedly the moſt 
te proper Fudge to determine this Controverſy:” It muſt be re- 
member'd © this Controverſy is, Whether theſe four Points 
% ARE OF ARE NOT PROVIDED for in the Eftabliſh'd Liturgy :" 
And you ſeem to have no preſent Hopes of having ſuch a 
Convocation as you mean. No matter, we need not be con- 
cerned for the want of one to determine this Controverſy; tor, 
the laſt Convocation, viz. that which you ſpeak of, which fat 
by King Charles II's Commiſſion or Mandate 70 Years ago, has 
done this ſufficiently to our Hands already in the laſt Review.“ 
For, that © King's Letters were read for a Review of the Common 
« Prayer to that Convocation, © and a Committee was ap- 
&« pointed for that Purpoſe.” | Collier's Eccl. Hiſt. Vol. II. p. 886.] 
f This weighty Buſineſs (of the Review) engaged the whole 
% Synod,” trom November 21, © till December 20, when the 
* Book of Common Prayer, reviſed and amended, (as the Hiſtorian 
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ſays) © was approved and ſigned by all the Members of each 
« Houſe,” ibid. p. $86. This is the preſent Common Prayer 
Book of the Church of England. The Convocation, we ice, 
did not hurry in this Matter, they {ſpent no leſs than four 
Weeks about it, and therefore tis rational to ſuppoſe, that ſuch 
a careful and induſtrious Aſſembly did review the precedent Acts of 
Convocation relating to the Reformed Common Prayer Book, 
and that conſequently, they could not but ſee what was ordered 
in the firſt Reformed Common Prayer Book of the ſecond and 
third Years of King Edward VI. For Brevity's Sake, I call 
this the! firſt Book, and that which was eſtabliſhed by this Con- 
vocation, the laſt Book. Now then, 

Firſt, This Convocation faw the Acts of the firſt Reformed 
Convocation, and that thereby the Mixture was ordered in the 
firſt Book; this firſt Order they rejected; the laſt Book they 
eſtabliſhed without that, or any Order for the Mixture: This is 
the Convocation s Book, examine it throughout, there i; no Mix- 
ture; and therefore the Act of Convocation, which is the Book 
itſelf, „ ſigned by all the Members of each Houſe,” determines 
the Mixture is not there © provided for in the preſent Liturgy.” 

Secondly, This Convocation ſaw, that the Acts of the former 
Retormed Convocation ordered Prayers for the Faithſul departed 
in the firſt Book; they rejected all thoſe Prayers in eſtabliſhing 
the laſt Book; moreover all the Members of this Convocation 
ſubſcribed the 39 Articles of Religion, and thereby owned the 
Doctrine of the Homilies, which are eſtabliſhed by the 35th of 
thoſe Articles ; The Doctrine of the Homilies is againſt all 
Prayers for the Dead, whether falſely ſuppoſed to be in the 
feign'd Popiſh Purgatory, or rightly Lippoted not to be there: 
For, the third Part of the Homily concerning Prayer, does of ſet 
Purpole treat of that Queſtion, WHETHER WE OUGHT TO PRAY 
« for them that are departed out of this World or no? And the 
Homily aſlerts, that © we have no Commandment ſo to do; this 
it ſays as to the general Queſtion——and it gives this followin 
as the Reaſon why, © For (ſays the Homily) the Scripture dot 
« acknowledge but two Places after this Life : The one proper to 
« the Eledt and Bleſſed of God, the other to the Reprobate and 
« Damned Souls.” The Homily repeats this again as the Rea- 
ſon, and ſays, „as the Scripture teacheth us let us think, that 
« the Soul of Man paſſing out of the Body, goeth STRAITWAYS 
«© EITHER TO HEAVEN OR ELSE TO HELL, whereof the one NEEDETH 
« No PRAYER, the other is without Redemption,” And towards 
the Concluſion it exhorts, © Let us not dream. f Prayer 
« for the Souls of them that be dead, but let tus — ray 
« for all Men living.” And ſpeaking of the Communion, the 
Homily concerning the. Sacrament 1ays, © We muſt then take 


&« heed 
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„ » heed et applying it for ru Dear, we loſe the Fruit 
r « that be alive“ All the Members of this Convocation ſub- 
e, = ſcribed to this Doctrine, by ſubſcribing to the 39 Articles, one 
r of which aſſerts, that Tux Book os Honigs doth contain a 
h godly and wholeſome Doctrine (Article 35). This Convocation 
f 7 eſtabliſhed and determined the laſt Book conſiſtently with their 
„oon Subſcription to the Wholeſomeneſs of the Homily Doc- 
d trine; and therefore agrecably with this Doctrine againſt all 
d Prayer for the Dead: For, tis uncharitable to charge this grave 
il Aſembly, with the wretched Incon/iftency of making this laſt 
. * Book to contain any thing contrary to the other ſtanding Acts of 


their Church, and their own Subſcription to thoſe ſtanding 


d | Acts; and therefore this laſt Book which they eſtabliſhed, is, 
e (confiſtently with thoſe Acts and Subſcriptions) without any 
y = Prayers for the Dead: Look and examine, throughout the 
is whole Book, there is not ſo much as one Prayer for them, as 
— they were prayed for in the Primitive Liturgies, and in the 
k firſt Reformed Liturgy. If the Private Fudgment of any Man 
s • ſurmiſes and teaches, that this Convocation has provided ſuch a 

Xx Prayer for them in the laſt Clauſe, which they have added to 
r 5 the Prayer for the whole State of Chriſt's Church; and alſo 
A in one of the Prayers of the Burial Office ; the publick Act of 
s the Church of England, and all the Members of that Convo- 
n cation, having ſubſcribed to it, are ſufficient Teſtimonies againſt, 
e and juſt Corrections of, that Man's Private Fudgment; For, 
f * bring this Matter to the Teſt thus; Private Judgment ſays, 
i = That the Clauſe and the Burial Office Prayer, are 455 Prayers 
e for the Faithful departed: The publick Act of the Church of 
2 England ſays, as I have obſerved before, that the Soul of ſuch 
t « paſſmg out of the Body goeth ſtrait ways —“ to Heaven" — 
y = and © needeth no Prayer.” And further ſhe exhorts, © Let us 
23 * ft “ dream f Prayer for the Souls of them that 
s « be dead, but let us” fra © for all Men living.” 

% This is her publick Act, in her Homily aforeſaid: As is alſo her 

BP. Doctrine in the firſt Part of her Homily concerning the Sacra- 
o = ment, where, ſpeaking of the Communion, ſhe fays, «© We 
4 « muſt then take heed” « leſt applying it for Tat Dab we 
- = « loſe the Fruit that be alive.” Nothing can be more direct 


againſt all Prayer and Offering for the Dead. Now, the Church 
will not own her publick Acts to be inconſiſtent with one another, 
therefore the Church will not acknowledge that the Clauſe and 
Burial Prayer, are by her provided to pray for the Dead, it be- 
ing inconſiſtent with her Homily Doctrine, which is her pub- 
lick Act againſt praying for the Dead; and conſequently this 
Man's Private Fudgment againſt the publick Doctrine of his 
Church is of ne Value; and his teaching, which accuſes her ,: &s 


of 
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75 Inconſiſtency, is to be rejected by all who have any Regard 
or her Sincerity, and the plain Dealing of her Convocation. 
I might add to this, that the very Words of the additional 
Clauſe before ſpoken of, will not bear the Interpretation of 
this Man's Private Fudgment ; as the learned and reverend Au- 
thor of „the Neceſſity of an Alteration” has very well proved 
in his 123d and 124th Pages of that Excellent Book, and as I 


Have ſhewn in the 21ſt Page of this, and therefore the Private 


udgment of this Teacher, which infers that the Church and 

er Convocation (in this Clauſe) are not only guilty of Incon- 
fiſtency, but Nonſenſe too, is the more heinouſly aggravated 
and inſufferable, from all which it tollows, that the preſent 
Liturgy being the At and Determination of that Convocation, 
ſince tis “ ſigned by all the Members of each Houſe,” without 
any Praycrs therein for the Dead ; determines Prayers for the 
Dead are not “provided for in the preſent Liturgy.” 

Thirdly, This Convocation ſaw in the firſt Book a determinate 
Invocation, that the Father would “ with” his © Holy Spirit and 
« Mord vouchſafe to bleſs and ſanctiſy his © Gifts and Creatures 
« of Bread and Wine, that they may BE UxTO us the Body and 
« Blood of his © moſt dearly beloved Son Feſus Chriſt.” This 
was the public k Act of the firft Reformed Convocation, 1grce- 
ably with our Lord's own Act and Inſtitution, and the con- 
ſentient Practice of the Primitive and Univeria! Church. This 
latter Convocation rejected the determinate Invocation, and 
eſtabliſhed the laſt Book, without this determinate Petition, and 
in fact without any other Petition, that the very Bx gap and 
W ine themſelves may BE unto us THE Boby AND BLooD 
of Chriſt : The Prayer now, is no more than that © we receiving” 
the © Bread and Wine, &c.— may be PARTAKERs of his moſt 
<« Bleſſed Body and Blood.” Now, the ſame Convocation teaches 
in this latter Book, that a Man can © eat and drink the Body 
« and Blood of our Saviour Chriſt,” * altho* he doth not 
« receive the Sacrament with his Mouth.” And this, by Means, 
Viz. true Repentance and Faith in, with a thankful Remem- 
brance of, Chriſt's Death; which Means moſt certainly are not 
themſelves, in any reſpect, the Body and Blood of Chriſt. [See 
their laſt Rubrick but two after the Communion of the Sick.) If 
a Man therefore (in the Cale there put) ſhould pray, that he 
HAVING THOSE GRACES, may be a Partaker of Chriſt's © moſt 
« Bleſſed Body and Blood; "Tis evident, even to a Demonſtra- 
tion, that the Man does not pray that thoſe Graces in him may 
BE Chriſt's Body and Blood: Even fo, in the Sacrament, the 
Prayer that we © receiving ” God's © Creatures of Bread and 
« Wine,” — © may be Partakers of Chriſt's moſt Bleſſed MP and 
* Blood,” is no Prayer that this Bread and Mine may them- 
{elves 
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ſelves BE in any reſpect his Body and Blood. For, upon Suppo- 
ſition, (but not granting it,) that the Convocation intends b 

this Petition, to pray, that our receiving the Bread and Wine, 
may be a Means of our partaking of his moſt precious Body and 
Blood in Heaven, which is the molt that can be ſuppoſed yet, this 
falls vaſtly ſhort of the great Neceſſary here required by the Inſti- 
tution, becauſe, the Convocation teaches in the aforeſaid Ru- 
brick, that there are Means of eating and drinking Chriſt's Body 
and Blood, which Means themſelves are not his Body and Blood 
in any reſpect whatſocver ; and therefore, receiving that Bread 
and Wine, as a Means of making us Partakers of his Body and 
Blood in Heaven, does not neceſſarily, in the Convocation's Senſe, 
determine, that this Bread and Wine received are themſelves the 
Body and Blood of Chriſt ; and theretore this Petition does nor 
neceſſarily and determinately pray, that the Bread and Wine may 
BE his Body and Blood. But the Inſtitution neceſlarily and de- 
terminately affirms of the Bread, Tris 1s My Boby, and 
of the mix'd Wine, Twis is My BLooD, after Chriſt had 
bleſſed, i. e. pray'd his Father to make them ſo; he expreſly 
commanded, © Do THis;” the Bread and mix'd Wine muſt 
therefore BE his Body and Blood; the Primitive and Univerſal 
Church, and the firſt Reformed Church of England, without 
the leaſt Tergiverſation, Cloak, Covering, or Ambiguity what- 
ſoever, did expreſly, determinately, and definitively pray with 
one Conſent, that the Bread and Wine may Bt Chriſt's Body 
and Blood ; We ought not to concern ourſelves with the Modus 
or Manner of their BEING $0, and therefore Con and Tranſub- 
ſtantiation ought to be rejected 2+ I am ſure the omnipotent 
Power of the Holy Ghoſt can and does make them to Bt so, 
infinitely more than in bare Signification, and mere Repreſen- 
tation: The Convocation's eſtabliſhed latter Book, which is 
their Act and Determination, has no ſuch expreſs, determinate, 


definite Petition, that the Bread and Wine may Bt Chriſt's Body 


and Blood: This is manifeſt from the Indeterminateneſs of their 
Petition, (“ Grant, c.) as before proved from their own 
Doctrine, and therefore that Convocation's Act determines, tis 

not provided for in the preſent Liturgy. | 
Fourthly and Laſtly, This Convocation ſaw, that, by the 
Acts of the firſt reform'd Convocation, there was in the firſt 
reform'd Common Prayer Book, a Prayer of Oblation, where- 
by the Sacrifice of the Repreſentative Body and Blood of Chriſt 
was offer d to God the Father, immediately after the Prieſt's 
pronouncing the Words of Inſtitution, according to the ex- 
preſs Practice of the Primitive and Univerſal Church; which 
eat Sacrifice of That his Body and Blood, our Bleſſed Lord 
Fimſelf commanded his Church to offer; when, after he r 
_ taid 
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id of the Bread, Ty1s 1s Mx Bop, and of the mix d 
Wine, THis Is My BLooD, he enjoin d, This po, that is, 
OFFER THIS, for a Memorial of me. But the latter Convo- 
cation rejected this Prayer of Oblation, and would not admit 
it to be uſed immediately after the Words of Inſtitution, but 
transferr'd it to the Poſt Communion in the laſt Book, to be 
ſaid or not ſaid, as the Prieſt ſhall think fit, after all have com- 
municated, when it muſt be n1iG6HLY ABSURD to pretend 
to offer that Body and Blood, after it has been eaten and drank 
by the Communicants : For, all Sacrifice muſt firſt be offer'd 
to God, before the Offerers preſume to eat or drink of it; 
this is manifeſt from all the Inſtitutions and Practices of Sa- 
crifice ; and thus this great Chriſtian Sacrifice is actually ex- 
cluded by this Convocation out of the laſt Book, and this fo 
certainly, that Fa& demonſtrates, the Communicants do not 
eat and drink of the Sacrifice or Oblation of Chriſt's repre- 
ſentative Body and Blood; for, tis Notorious that the Prieſt im- 
mediately after his pronouncing the Words of Inſtitution, pro- 
cceds to the Diſtribution of the Elements, without offering to 
God the Father the Sacrifice of that Body and Blood. This 
A& and Determination of the laſt reviewing Conyocation, is 
exactly conformable to the other Acts of their Church, to 
which alſo, the Members of this Convocation did ſubſcribe ; 
for by ſubſcribing to the 39 Articles, they ſubſcrib'd to the 
Wholſomeneſs of the Homily Doctrines (as was before obſery'd.) 
The Homily Doctrines then are theſe ; In the firſt Part of her 
Homily concerning the Sacrament, ſhe teaches with relation 
to that Sacrament, TAKE HEED leſt of the MEMORx, 
te it be made A SACRIFICE;” and again, ſhewing how we 
muſt make Chriſt our own, and apply his Merits to ourſelves, 
ſhe expreſly teaches © Herein thou needeſt no other 
« SACRIFICE or OBLATION, 70 SACRIFICING PRIEST, 
« no M Ass, no Means eſtabliſped by Man's Invention.” And 
in the ſecond Part of her Homily tor Whitſunday, among her 
Inſtances of Popiſh Inventions, ſhe teaches the Sacrifice to be 
one, ſaying © Chriſt commended to his Church a SAcRAMENT 
& of his Body and Blood, but they have changed it into a 
© SACRIFICE, for the Quick and the Dead.“ Thus the 
Facts of the laſt Book go Hand in Hand with theſe Doctrines 
in rejecting the Sacrifice, the Members of the Convocation 


ſubſcrib'd to theſe Doctrines, and the laſt Book is the Act 


and Determination of this Convocation ; and conſequently this 
Conyocation's Determination is, the preſent Liturgy without 
this great Sacrifice, and therefore that it is not . provided for 
in the preſent Liturgy.” 


Some 
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Some have moſt ſtrangely equivocated relating to this im- 
ortant Affair; and inſinuated, that this Convocation by order- 
ing the Prieſt to place the Bread and Wine on the Table, and 
in the Prayer for the whole State of Chriſt's Church, to pray 
that God * would accept of our Oblations, in the preſent Li- 
turgy, has ſufficiently provided for the great Chriſtian Sacri- 
fice. But the wretched Fallacy and Deceit of this equivo- 
_ cating Inſinuation, are immediately laid open to the honeſt 
Underſtanding of any ſerious Lover of Truth, who will but 
look into that Liturgy : For, there he will aſſuredly find, that 
when the Prieſt ſo places the Elements, they are not yet con- 
ſecrated into the Repreſentative Body and Blood of Chriſt ; he 
will further as certainly find, that when the Prieſt prays God 
to accept our Oblations, the ſaid Elements are not yet conſe- 
crated into That Body and Blood, in any Reſpect whatſoever 
and this will demonſtrate to him, as plainly as any thing can 
be demonſtrated, that this Prayer conſequently does not be- 
ſeech God to accept the Oblation of Chriſt's Reprefeficative 
Body and Blood, which is not in any Reſpect there on the Com- 
munion Table, at the putting up of that Prayer. The Obla- 
tions there pray'd to be accepted, are the Bread and Wiae, 
and Money and other Offerings of the People- then on the 
Table, and 'tis as good Senſe to ſay, that the Money and the 
other Offerings of the People are Chriſt's Repreſentative Body 
and Blood, as tis to ſay that the unconſecrated Bread and Wine 
are his Repreſentative Body and Blood. I am really aſhamed 
of this equivocating fallacious way of treating Sacred Things. 
Theſe Oblations now pray'd to be accepted, are no more than 
the common firſt Oblations which are ofter'd to God, as a 
Tribute Offering in Acknowledgment of his Sovereignty, & c. 
out of which the Primitive Church took Part, viz. Some of 
the Bread and mix'd Wine, and afterwards-conſecrated them 
into the Body and Blood of Chriſt ; reſerving the reſt for 
other pious and charitable Uſes : This Repreſentative” Body and 
Blood, was the Great Sacrifice offer'd to God the Father, by 
the Primitive and Univerſal Church, as Chriſt himſelf com- 
manded ; this they offer'd expreſly by Prayer, after the firſt 
Oblations : This the Convocation has made no Proviſion tor, 
as before is manifeſt ; and therefore to repreſent Part of their 
firſt common Oblations, viz. The Unconſecrated Bread and 
Wine, as if they were the Sacrifice of the Repreſentative Body 
and Blood of Chriſt, is fallacious and miſguiding to a moit 
extravagant Degree. | + 4-4 * 
Thus I have ſhew'd as briefly as the Subject will allow me 
at preſent, that the Laſt Convocation Which 2 d the 
Fs ommon 
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Common Prayer Book, has, by their Authority determin'd 
that, the four Uſages are “not provided for in the eſtabliſſyd 
« Liturgy.” | 


The DOCTOR's New Schur, and it's 
FALLAcIESs fairly Detected. 


SECT. XXI. 


— JS | ND now I am got to your ſeeking for * 


2», 


TH 7dge” or « Fudges authorized” as you term 
it, «© zo put an End to” this Controverſy, and 
0 declare the Senſe of the Liturgy, in whoſe 
ACCRA << Fudgment we may acquieſce, till the Matter 


be determined by a legal Convocation, pag. xxx. 
Now becauſe I am well appriz d of your new Deſign in 
thus ſeeking; a Deſign which runs counter to all your Wri- 
tings upon this Matter; a Deſign in favour only of your New 


Scheme, which is form'd to induce us in effect to believe, 


That, That which is Eu yr is FULL of the very Subſtance 
whereof it is Empty; and that the declared ImTENT1oN of 
the Prieſt is ſufficient to make up this FULLNESS, tho' no 
Subſtance goes along with his Intention, which are Abſurdities 
as great as Tranſubſtantiation itſelf; and the Judgment of ſuch 
Jad s who ſhall pretend to determine for this FuLLNEss, 
will be juſt of ſuch an Infallibility and Deciſtveneſi to be ac- 


quieſced in, as are the Judgment and Infallibility of ſome De- 


terminers in the Church ot Rome, ect hap many Abſurdities 
in that Communion ; I muſt therefore tor myſelf and others 
ſcrutinize ſtrifly into the claim'd Authority of this new Judge 


or Judges when you think you have found em; I muſt try 


whether they are at all «© Judges AuTHORIZ'D fo declare the 
« Senſe of the Liturgy” in your way of declaring; I muſt 
ſearch out the Matters about which they pretend to be Judges; 
becauſe the whole of this Affair is xo CHURchH Acr, but 
a clandeſtine Scheme, form'd only by a Private Cabal; and 
then we ſhall ſee of what Value their F#dgment will be, for 
the CHURCH to be contented with, and acquieſce in, it. 
And now behold, if you are not miſtaken, this Judge is 
found in whoſe Judgment we may acquieſce ; for you tell * 


. ——— — —ů— — —— ¶ ¶ ôä́ dé - — — 


4 


9 


1 


R * Oo 


JJ. ð % r f ——v Hows 


of England incorporated, in the State; and coniequentiy it doos 
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« The Church has appointed ſuch a Fulge in the Preface to the 
« Book of Common Prayer, in the Chapter whoſe Title is, Con: 
« CERNING THE SERVICE OF THE CHURCH, where the 
« following Rule is given” | 


« Foraſmuch as nothing can be ſo plainly ſet forth, but 

Doubts may ariſe in the Uſe and Practice of the ſame : 
Jo appeaſe all ſuch Diverſity (if any ariſe) and for the 
« Solytion of all Doubts concerning the Manner how to un- 
« derſtand, do and execute the Things contained in this Book, 
« the Parties that ſo doubt, or diverſely take ary Thing, 
« (hatl always reſort to the BISH OH oF THE Diockss, 
« who by his Diſcretion ſhall take order for the Quieting and 
« Appeaſing the ſame, ſo that the ſame Order ge Nor 
« CONTRARY TO ANY THING CONTAINED IN 
« THIS BOOK.” 


To which you ſhould have added, but have omitted, the 
Con:luſfion of this Rule, as it there immediately follows in 
theſe Words, = 


« And if the Biſhop of the Dioceſs be in Doubt, then he may 
« ſend for the Reſolution thereof to the Archbiſhop.” You 
know why you omitted this, out of the Rule, 


From this Rule you draw your Concluſion thus; © Here then 
< FULL AUTHORITY, is given to the BisHoP, to each within his 
* Furiſdiction (ſay you); But you ſhould have ſaid © the Biſpops” 
each within his Diocess ; This of Diockss you have changed 
into Fariſdidion, for you know Diocess, pinches, and will not 
fit your Caſe ; but of this more at large by and by. | 

This Rule now produced by you, and which is the Preface 
and Foundation of your and your Determiners Scheme, agreed 
on by you and them in the Year 1731, will not ſerve your 


Turn upon any Conſideration whatſoever, for theſe following 


Reaſons ; | | 
Firſt, Becauſe, this Rule, is no Rule of the Church couſi- 
der'd as diſtin& from and independent on the State; but tis 
the Rule of the Church and State of England, as the Church 
is incorporated in the State ; for the Rule here, is Part of a 
Parliamentary Statute Law, being Part of the Book of Com- 
mon Prayer, which Book by the Act of Uniformity (140 
Carol. II.) is annexed to that fame Act of Parliament, and is 
therefore a Part of that Statute Law : Therefore, this Rule can 
no ways be the Rule of that Church, which is not the Church 


nor 
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| not give any Authority (in the Caſes there mentioned,) to thoſe 
whom you would have to be authoriz'd thereby; but more of. 
this under my 4th Obſervation. In the Interim tis to be ob- |” 
ſerv'd, that your firſt ſetting out towards introducing your © 
| ſuppoſed Judge, is Equivocal, when you ſay without an;; 
Diſtinction * The Church has appoint him; which is apt 
to miſlead the heedleſs Readers into a Belief, that this is purely 
and only a Church Appointment ; for which Reaſon tis neceſ- 
fary to undeceive ſuch, by eee upon you as above, 
that they may know and be aſſured, that the Appointment is 
now by Law, the Appointment of the Church and State of 
England, which cannot be rightly ſuppoſed to appoint your 
pretended Fudge. | 
Secondly, This Rule will not ſerve your Turn; becauſe, 
even the Biſhop of the Dioceſs, who is authoriz'd thereby, is 
bound up and limited from ordering“ Contrary to any thing 
« contain'd in the Book of Common Prayer: This Book, is the 
Publick Act of the Church and State of England, which that 
| Rule will not allow the Biſhop of the Dioceſs to contradict in 
any of his Orders; it muſt therefore follow, that this Rule 
f will not allow him in any of his Orders, to run Counter to 
other Publick Acts of the fame Church and State; becauſe 
otherwiſe, the Church and State of England, muſt have made 
this Rule to undermine and enervate their own Authority, 
which is highly abſurd to ſuppoſe of any Church and State 
whatſoever ; and conſequently, the Biſhop of the Dioceſs muſt 
not make his Orders contrary to, not only any thing in the ſaid 
Book of Common Prayer, but alſo in the 39 Articles, the 
Homilies, and the Ads of Uniformity ; for, all theſe are the 
Publick Authentick Acts of the Church and State of Exgland; 
And therefore, he is not impower'd by this Rule to add to the 
| Rites and Ceremonies of the preſent Liturgy, that © orher Rite 
ö « or Ceremony of mixing Water with the Sacramental Wine 
| publickly or privily, for, the Statute or A& of Uniformity 
| impoſes a Penalty upon any ſuch Addition; nor is he impower' 
0 to give any Declaration, that the Senſe and Meaning of an 
; off her Publick Prayers, is the ſame with thoſe Prayers whic 
the Church and State of England have rejected and thrown out 
of the eſtabliſh'd Liturgy ; ſuch as Prayers for the Dead, and 
\ the Sacrifice, which are expreſly condemn'd by the Homilies, 
F the preſent Statute Law of the Nation; and the Invocation 
- to make the Bread and Wine to BE the Body and Blood of 
' 
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Chriſt, which is manifeſtly rejected and thrown out of the 
Book of Common Prayer, which is alſo the Statute Law of 
the Nation, not legally to be interpreted by this Judge in fa- 
your of any thing, which the Church and State of dier 
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have by their Law rejected and thrown out of That Book: 
And conſequently, this Rule does not impower thoſe whom 
you would have it authorize, to © Declare the Senſe of the Li- 
« turgy” in favour of theſe four Uſages, which are by the 
Standing Laws of the Church and State of England, ceniur'd, 
rejected, condemn'd and thrown out of the Eſtabliſh'd Book 
of Common Prayer. 

Thirdly, This Rule is of no Importance to your Scheme, be- 
cauſe it gives no Power at all to its authoriz'd Judges, to declare 
and determine oppoſitely to one another, and inconſiſtently 


with their own Determinations too, in Matters of Religion, 


2 made Neceſſary to us, by the Chriſtian Diſpenſation: 
For, this wou'd be a Rule to eſtabliſh Contradictions, and make 
Truth and Falſhood to be equally Binding and Obliging. To 
give you a few Inſtances, which mult concern you very nearly, 
and which will demonſtrate the Impracticablcneſs of this Rule 
in ſuch important Affairs; 

You know, that you have in your Hands (if you have not 
deftroy'd it) a Copy of a Paper ſign dH G. H D. F B. 
R R. © Sent into the North” wherein theſe Perſons © 4d 
« actually prohibit” the Mixture; as you aſſure me in your 
Letter of the 19th of September, 1730. One of theſe, H D. 
is now dead; another of them, J. B. whether he ſubſcribes 
to your New Scheme or no, I enquire not ; but the other two, 
HG and RR [I find have ſubſcrib'd thereto, and promiſe to 
Uſe the Mixture, but privately, not before the Congregation, 
for fear of the Act of Uniformity I ſuppoſe ; if not, then for 
fear ſome of their People ſhould accuſe them of Inconſtancy, 
and a Popiſh Practice, as they have been taught the Mixture 
i — ge this their Fear, as it will, ſo much is certain, that 
the Determination of HG and RR, ſent to the North againſt 
the Mixture; and their Determination now for the Mixture, 
is a manifeſt Contradiction; If this Rule then which you fly 
to, authorizes this their laſt Determination For the Mixture 
now, it muſt have authoriz'd their former Determination ſent 
to the North ac ainsT the ſame Mixture; that is, it muſt 


have authoriz'd the ſame Perſons (upon Suppoſition of their 


being the legal Judges) to determine the two Extreams of a 
Contradiction, wiz. Their own two oppoſite Determinarions 
a g the ſame neceſſary Thing; which is a groſs Ab- 

Wer. 

Again, you doubtleſs have heard, that one Dr. T--- B, Arno 
1717, and 1718 and forward determin d that the eſtabliſh'd 
Liturgy wanted all the four Points. But upon your new 
Scheme, the fame Liturgy remaining not alter'd in the Leaft, 
the ſaid Dr. T--- B now 8 that it contains all chole 
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four Points; If the Rule you take for your Foundation to 
build upon, does now authorize the ſaid Dr. T. B's preſent 
Determination; it muſt have alſo authorized his Determination 
in the Years 1717 and 1718. which are two contrary Deter- 
minations of the ſame Perion, about the ſame neceſſary Points, 
and conſequently, if this Rule could be ſuppoſed to give © full 
« Authority” to the {aid Dr. T. B. © to declare the Senſe of the 
« Litwrgy,” as to theſe important Matters, it muſt have autho- 
rized his two Extreams of a Contradiction, his two oppolite 
Determinations concerning the ſame Neceſſaries; which is 
again abſurd. | 


Once more, to come to a Concluſion of theſe Abſurdities; 


You have quoted Biſhop Bll, as aſſerting, that the Church of 
England prays for the Faithful departed, in the laſt Clauſe of 
her Prayer for the whole State of Chriſt's Church Militant 
here on Earth, “in the ſame Manner as they were prayed for in 
« the Primitive Church.” | See your Author's Preface, p.xXix.] 
which I have anſwered in my XVth S. And I have allo before 
in that Section quoted Biſhop Burner, aſſerting that, „ In this 
« of praying for the Dead,” ſhe has DEYARTED from the 
« Practice of the Antients.” [See his Expoſition of the 39 Ar- 
ticles, p. 225.) Here are two Biſhops, the one of the Dioceſe 
of Sarum, the other I have forgot of what Dioceſe, no Mat- 
ter, ſuppoſe it was Bangor, however it was one of the Welſh 
Dioceſes: Theſe two Biſhops may be ſuppoſed to be as much 
authorized by the Rule we are now upon, as any others can 
pretend to be now. Theſe two Biſhops have an equal Claim 
to determine by this Rule, 'for, neither of them was an Arch- 


biſhop : If then the Rule authorized them to determine, in ſo 


important an Affair as the Church of England's praying for 
the Dead, or not praying for the Dead : Then, Sarum deter- 
mines ſhe does not, and the ſuppoſed Bangor deter mines that 
ſhe does; here are two contrary Determinations authorized by 
this Rule, and fo they mult ſtand eſtabliſhed for the Church of 
England's Service in thoſe two Dioceſes : This will produce 
one Service in Uſum Sarum, againſt praying for the Dead; and 


another in Uſum Bangor, for praying for the Dead; and 
ſo they muſt continue till a new Biſhop of Sarum, and ano- 


ther of Bangor, ſhall ſucceed; and then by this Rule, and upon 
as good Reaſon, the Services may change their Quality, ac- 
cording to the new and different, nay oppolite Determinations 
of the reſpective ſucceeding Biſhops ; and then the Liturgy in 
Uſum Sarum will pray for the Dead, tho? it did not fo before; 
and the Liturgy in Uſum Bangor will not pray for the Dead, 
tho” before, it did pray for them; and yet all this while the 


Liturgy itſelf is but one and the ſame Liturgy, and has K. ons 
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Tittle of it altered in the leaſt, during all the Differences and 
Oppoſitions of the {a'd Biſhops; it remains ſtill the ſame un- 
altered Liturgy, but changes its Quality pro and cen in each 
Dioceſe, as the Biſhops chinge and alter their Determinations 
about it: The Abſurdity of all which is ſo manifeſt and no- 
torious, that it would be an Affront upon the Underſtandin 
of any common Reader longer to enlarge upon it. And thus 
it is manifeſt, from plain Matters of Fact, that this Rule is not 
practicable, as to the great Neceſſaries of Chriſtianity, parti- 
cularly the four Uſages; and now let us ſee the Qual:hcations 
of the Judge. 

Fourthly and Laſtly, This Rule, which you would have ſome 
to be authorized by, that they may be Legal Judges to deter- 
mine as you delire, is ſo far from authorizing any ſuch Judges, 
that it in Effect expoſes all thoſe as mere Uſeerpers, who in 
your new Scheme found their pretended Authority urox Th1s 
RuLe, to determine the odd Things contained in that Scheme. 
This, I am ſorry, is their Caſe, and I am much more grieved 
that I am now forced to prove it, in ſuch a Way as I Would 
never have mentioned for any Conſideration whatſo-ver, were 
it not for the Support of neceſſary Truths. 

To the Point then: I have already prov'd, that this Rule is 
a Law of the Church and State of England, as they are incor- 

rated; this I have done in my firſt Reaſon againſt this Rule's 
Lok to your Purpoſe. The Judge who is authorized by this 


Law of the Church and State of England, for the Purpoles 


deſigned by that Law, or Rule, is, © the Biſhop of the Dioceſe,” 
and if he be inſufficient, then „the Archbiſhop;” this the Rule 
expreſly determines : But the Church and State of England in- 
corporated, acknowledge no one to be a Biſhop of any Dioceſe 
in England, but a legal Biſhop, elected, confirmed and conſecrated 
according to the Laws and Conſtitutions of that Church and 
State; and therefore, this Rule, which is the Law of that 


Church and State, authorizes no other than this legal Biſhap 


of the Dioceſe to be the Judge in the Rule. Our Buſinels 
then is to ſee, what it is that diſtinguiſhes this legal Biſhop of 


the Dioceſe, from any Pretenders to the Authority given by this 


Rule. 

A legal Dioceſan Biſhop of the Church of England incorpo- 
rated in the State, then muſt be elected, confirmed, 
and conſecrated thus : „ 

1. The Dean and Chapter muſt ſignify to the King, the 
Death of the former Biſhop, and muſt pray leave to elect 
another. | 

2. The King grants his Conge dEſlire or Licence to them 
under the Great Seal, to proceed to the Election; but at the 
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{ame time there goes along with it, a Letter Miſſive, containing 
the Name of the Perſon whom they ſhall elect and chuſe, by 
Virtue of which they are to chuſe that Perſon, and no other, 
in due Form, within twelve Days. | 

3. After the Perſon is elected, the Dean and Chapter's Pro- 
&or exhibits to him the Inſtrument of Election, and prays his 
Aſſent; which Aſſent is to be given by an Inſtrument in Form 
in the Preſence of a Notary Publick. 


4. Then the King is certified of the Election made, under 
th ir Seal. 


5. Upon this Certification, the Perſon is ſtiled Lord Elect of 
N. N. and doing Fealty and Homage to the King; 

6. The Election is certified ander the great Seal to the Arch- 
biſhop, who is required to confirm and conſecrate him. 

7. The Vicar General confirms him by Commiſſion from the 
Archbiſhop, in which the Oaths of Supremacy, Simony, and 
Canonical Obedience, are taken by the Biſhop Elect. 

8. Then the Archbiſhop, and Biſhops, proceed to Conſecra- 
tion, according to the Form eſtabliſhed ; © which is always 
« to be performed upon ſome Sunday or Holiday; and in which 
the Archbiſhop ſhall “ demand the KINGS ManDarTE for 
« the Conſecration, and cauſe it to be READ: And the Oath 
ce touching the Acknowledgment of the KinG's SurREMACY 
« ſhall be miniſtred to the Perſons elected “ And then 
« ſhall alſo be miniſtred unto them the Oath of due Omtpience 


« To THE ARCHyBIsRoP.” [Gibſon's Codex, —— and the Form 
of conſecrating a Biſhop.) 


This is the Legal Biſhop of the Dioceſe, which the National 
Church of England and the King and Parliament do impower 
in this Preface to the Book of Common Prayer, which is now 
Part of the Statute Law of England; and 'tis to be obſerved 
that in the Practice of the Statute Law, there muſt not be the 
leaſt Deviation from the wery Letter of the Statute, as good 
Lawyers, ſufficiently experienced, will aſſure you; and that 
conſequently, no other than this legal Biſhop of the Dioceſe 
can be impowered by TH1s Law of the Preface, gc. to 
meddle and concern himſelf with her eſtabliſhed Common 
Prayer Book, fo, as to interpret any thing therein, and deter- 
mine upon the {ame, according to his Judgment, where Dowbts 
ariſe: You very well know, that you have not /o much as one, 

ſuch HER LEGAL Bisnor of any of her Dioceſes; you ſhould 
know therefore, and acknowledge, that you have not any 
legal Biſhop, authorized by that Law of the Preface, (c. ſo to 
meddle, interpret, and determine, as 1MPOWER'D by that 
Rule or Law of the Church and State of England ; and there- 


fare 
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fore ail the Pretences of theDeterminers of your Scheme, as autho- 
rized thereto by This Law or Rule, are falſe, and impoling upon 
the Underſtanding, not only of the ignorant, who have not the 
Knowledge to diſcover this, but of themſelves too, who ought 
to know better ; namely, that ſince they are not Biſhops, 
elected, nominated, confirmed and conſecrated, as the Laws and 
Conſtitution of the In corroRAaTED Church and State of 
England do require; the Laws of that Church and State do 
not give them any the leaſt Authority whatſoever, to act as 
Biſhops of any Dioceſes in England; and that conſequently, all 
their Acts, pretended to be done by Virtue and Authority ot 
the Church and State Laws of England, are utterly null and 
void, as to any Obligation or Duty to be paid to them in pur- 
ſuance of thoſe Laws : For, as thoſe Laws do give them no 
Authority as Biſhops, ſo thoſe Laws do bind no one to be ſub- 
ject to them as ſuch z and therefore their Judgment and Deter- 
mination, as they pretend to be authorized by the Law of the 
Preface to the Book of Common Prayer, is extreamly ridiculous 
in the Senſe of that Law, and is no more to be regarded, than 
if they had pretended to determine by Virtue of the Laws of 
France, Spain, or Italy, with which they have nothing at all 
to do in any Caſe hat ſoever; and thus tis evident, That the 
Law or Rule which you make to be the Foundation of your 
Scheme, cannot ſo much as authorize, even the legal Biſhops 
themſelves of the Dioceſes of the Church of England, to deter- 
mine what your Scheme propoſes ; and that much leſs can 
your Determiners thereof, and Subſcribers thereto, have any 
the leaſt Authority by that Law ſo to determine, who are not 
the Biſhops of her Dioceſes: and thus the whole Foundation 
which you have choſen whereon to build, is wholly inſufficient, 
and of no Strength to ſupport your Superſtructure. 


S XXII. You next lay open, and propoſe in ſome meaſure, 
our novel Scheme, pag. xxx. as if it was authorized by this 
w of the Church and State of England, which no ways im- 
wers your Determiners of that Scheme ; and you would 
ve us believe, contrary to all Senſe, Reaſon, and the Laws 
of our Country, that we ought to acquieſce in their © De- 

« termination,” p. xxxi. And you propole, 
Firſt, That they © ſhall order the conſtant Uſe of the Mixture.” 
This ſeems to be well propoſed in your printed Letter, but it 
is not fairly done, to give us this Article in ſuch general Terms, 
as do not declare that reftrained, ſecret, private, hidden U 
of it, which is really the firſt Article of your ſubſcribeg 
Scheme, and which does certainly deprive the Congregation af 
all Sc unrx that the * in Truth he conſtautiy uſed. 
4 For 


* 
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For, the firſt Article of your Scheme, whereof you gave me 4 
Copy, is this, © That a little Water ſhall always be privaTELY 


« mix'd with the Sacramental Wine, before it be placed upon the 
« Altar.” | 


Againſt this Private Mixture, which has no other Security 


for the Performance than Promiſe, I gave you ſeveral Objec- 
tions, which you never anſwered, and which are theſe that 
follow, tho' now in another Order, and with ſome tew Amend- 
ments: 

Firſt, The Promiſe of a Private Mixture, of which Mixture 
the Congregation is not to be Witneſs, is no ſufficient Secu- 
rity from the Promiſers, that it ſhall conſtantly be mix'd ; be- 
cauſe, ſome of them have been vehement Oppoſers of the Mix- 
ture, having expreſly forbidden it; witneſs their Order ſigned 
by H. G and R. R. And others have afhrmed it to be © not at 
« all neceſſary, or any Part of our Saviour Inſtitution,” as in 
their Propoſal 1729. This Promiſe is admitted, without any 
Declaration from them, that they diſapprove of their foi mer 
Oppoſition and Order againſt it; or that they acknowledge 
Chriſt did mix the Sacramental Cup; ſo that here is nothing 
more, but the Bare Promiſe, of the very Enemies to this In- 
ſtitution, as Divine ; and this their bare Promiſe is made for 
no more than a Private Mixture, which gives them Opportu- 
nity and Encouragement to return to their former Omiſſions 
of the Mixture, —— the Privacy hinders their being detected 
by any of the Conpregation, if ever they ſnould return to a 
Relapſe : But ſuppoling the beſt, that their Integrity will pre- 
ſerve them from any ſuch wilful Breach of Promite, even then, 
their Intcgrity does not veſt them with Infallibility. For, 

Secondly, The adminiſtring Prieſt, ec. may, thro' Infirmity, 
forget, and ſo omit to make the Mixture ; This I know to be 
true of a Prieſt zealous for Mixture, and the Divine Right 
thereof, who, tho? bound by Rubrick to mix openly, and having 
the Wine and Water before him on the ſide Altar, yet, thro 
Forgetfulneſs neglected to mix, and would certainly have pro- 
cceded without making the Mixture, had not one of the Con- 
gregation * reminded him of it, and ſo his Miſtake was 
amended. And if this may happen to a Prieſt thus zealous for 
the Divine Right of the Mixture, how much more may it 
happen to thoſe, who are deſtitute of this Zeal, and eſteem the 
Mixture but an indifferent Ceremony, at the Will of the Church 
to omit or retain it; for, tis a very common thing for Prieſts 
to break thro' their Rubricks, in Matters of an indifferent Na- 
ture ! and therefore the bare Promiſe of a private Mixture, is 
no prudent Proviſion, nor ſufficient Security that it ſhall be 

conſtantly performed: Becauſe, 1 
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Thirdly, This puts it out of the Power of the Church to 
reform any Relapſe into a total Omiſſion of the Mixture, ar 
to amend any Miſtake of the officiating Prieſt, who thro' In- 
firmity may forget to make it: For, how ſhall the Church get 
the Knowledge of either of theſe, while the Congregation are 
not allowed tio be Witneſſes of the Mixture? The wiltully 
omitting Prieſt or Biſhop will not accuſe himſeif, and the Prieſt 
or Biſhop, who thro? Forgetfulneſs may neglect it, will have no 
Monitor to remind him of his Omiſſion; and thus the Inſtitu- 
tion is expoſed to be of no Effect, for want of Witneſſes at the 
Tranſgreſſion. 

I muſt add hereto, your own Reaſons againſt a private Mix- 
ture, which may be the better regarded by ſome of your moſt 
intimate Friends, becauſe they arc yours : And they are thele, 
which you argued with Mr. H. G. and whereot you ſent me 
an Avſtra& in your Letter of the 19th of September 1730. in 
theſe Words, VIZ. 


« That we inſiſt upon the publick Uſe of the Mixture 
« becauſe we learn from Juſtin Martyr, and the antient Liturgies, 


e that it was always mix'd openly” ———— © That as they 


« have not been uſed to mix the Cup, they may very eaſily, tho 
« unde/ignedly, forget it ſometimes; but if it be done publickly, 
« there may always le ſome Perſons near enough to pitt then 
« in mind, if they fhouid forget. And for this Reaſon OUR 
« PEOPLE CAN'T BE SECURE that they have a 
« mix'd Cup, when it is to be mix'd privately.” e That 
« either all the People were to know that we mix'd the Cup, or 
« it was to be made a Secret to ſome of them. If all were 10 
e know it was mix d, there could be no Reaſon why they might 
«© not ſee it dare. That if it was to be a Secret with Regard to 
« ſome Perſons, then we ſhould not deal fairy with thoſe who have 
« been taught to believe the Mixture to be Popery, and would 
not receive the Cup if they knew it was mix'd ; and if they 
cc ould afterwards be inform'd of itt, might leave Hs As Perſous 
« who had impoſed upon and deceived them. That jor theſe Rea- 
« ſons I muſt and ſhould always inſiſt on the publick Uſe of the 
« Mixture.” EE 


Fourthly, This Private Mixture, out of the Knowledge of 
the Congregation, is not agreeable with the Inſtitution ; for, 
the Mixture was then ſo nororiouſꝗ made, that our Lord's Con- 
gregation, his Apoſtles, knew thereof, as is maniteſt by his 
mixing the Cup himſelf, (according to Trov. ix. 2. and as the 
Primitive Catholick Liturgies ſtrongly aſſert) and then by his 
commanding them to perform the ſame, when he faid, Do 
THIS ; And they themſelves aſſure us, that they were © Wite 

: * NESSES 
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© XESSES OF Alt THinGs which he did, both in the Land 
of the Jews, and in Jeruſalem, Acts x. 39. then certainly 
they were Witneſſes of this his mixing: And therefore, ſince 
Chriſt commanded them and their Succeſſors to do as he had 
done; and he ſo mixed, as that they his Congregation had 
ccrtain Knowledge thereof, it muſt be the Duty of the Apo- 
ſtles and their Succeſſors ſo to provide, as that their Congre- 
gations alſo ſhould have ſufficient Security that the Sacramental 
Cup is mix'd; which they certainly have not, when there is 
no more than a Promiſe that it ſhall be mix'd privately. 

Fifthly, The mix'd Cup, is, by the Inſtitution appointed to 
repreſent, and exhibit to God and his Church, Chriſt's Blood 
that was ſhed for the Remiſſion of our Sins; that Blood was 
ſhed with Water from his Holy Side, as St. John teſtifies ; that 
Blood therefore ſo ſhed with Water, muſt be repreſented to the 
Church in the Mixture: The Church ſees no ſuch 3 
nor has any Aſſurance thereof, in a Private Mixture that is hid 
trom her; for, a Repreſentation is a thing made ſome how or 
other, evident to the Senſes; as ſhe therefore has no Repreſen- 
tation made to her of his Blood ſhed with Water, becauſe ſhe 
is not inſured that Water is in the Cup with the Wine, ſo ſhe 
has not any Aſſurance, that his Repreſentative Blood is there, to 
be the Means of her exerting her Faith in his Blood that was 
ſhed; nor has ſhe any Aſſurance that his Repreſentative Blood 
is offered to God the Father, tho' with a Prayer of Oblation, if 
your Scheme had made Proviſion for one, as in Truth it has 
not. 

Sixthly, The Bread and mix'd Cup ſhould be the Sacrament 
of Chriſt's Body and Blood; *Tis acknowledged on all Hands, 
that a Sacrament is an outward viſible Sign” « 4 
„Means and Pledge” of an inward Spiritual Gracc. 
The private Mixture, hid from the Knowledge of the Con- 
gregation, falls vaſtly ſhort of all this; for tis no viſible Sign 
to them, while hidden from, and nor certified to them ; and 
for the ſame Reaſon *'tis no Pledge to them; for, Signs and 
Pledges to Men in the Body, muſt be viſible ſenſible Things, 
made known to them, at leaſt by ſome Aſſurance or other ; 
which the private Mixture is not; and therefore, a manifeſt 
Mixture is neceſſary, to make good the very Definition of the 
Sacrament. 

Thus your Scheme provides no Security for the Mixture, 
conſidering the Principles of your Subſcribers, and the Frailty 
of human Nature ; and therefore their bare Promiſe of a pri- 


vate Mixture, and pour Agreement thereto, ought to be re- 


jected, by all who have any Regard for the Divine Right of 
the Inſtitution thereof. | 


I have 
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1 have heard ſome fay, as if they meant it in Favour of a 


private Mixture, that it the officiating Prieſt ſhould happen 


either wilfully or thro' Infirmity to omit the Mixture, this 
will not affect the People, ſo as to make them guilty of the 
Fault, which God will not unpute to them, who no ways 
contribute to the Omiſſion. | 

But in Anſwer to this, ſuch People ſhould obſerve, that they 
are Members of a Church, whoſe officiating Prieſts do ſo ma- 
nifeſtly mix the Cup, that the People need not be at all ex- 

ſed to the Danger of his omitting it ; that if they forſake 
pie undoubted Miniſtration thereof, for that which is uncertain, 
they then forſake the Certainty of a Duty, and the conſequent 
ſure Benefits thereof, which are a complete Sacrament, and the 
Graces convey'd thereby, in Exchange for a MAY BE Breach 
of that Duty, a By-chance maimed, if not a null Sacrament, 
and conſequently a Loſs that may happen ot the Graces to be 
received, by the Sacrament rightly admijniſter'd ; In this Caſe 
ſuch People incur Part of the Guilt, by their Departure from 
a Duty they are ſure is fulfilld, and chuſing inſtead thereof what 
may be a Breach of that very Duty; this is in them one De- 
gree of Diſeſteem of the Ordinance itſelf, as their departing 
from its Certainty in Exchange for its Uncertainty in the Mi- 
nitration, is preferring. the may-be Breach thercot, before and 
rather than its certain Pertormance; which no one can knows 
ingly do, without ſome Loſs of Zeal, Love, and Affection for 
an Ordinance of Chriſt, and conſequently for him the Divine 
Inſtitutor thereof; and all this by an Over- confidence in poor 
frail Men, when they at the ſame time have Prieſts, or may 
have them, without thus confiding in their Frailty, and thereby 
risking a neceſſary Duty. 


XXIII. Secondly, Your printed Letter next propoſes, that 
your Determiners ſhall, as authorized thereto by the aforeſaid 
Law of the Church and State of England, tho! tis falſe, they 
are not fo authorized thereby; I ſay, you propoſe that they 
« ſhall declare, that the Clauſe added at the laſt Review, to the 
« Prayer jor the Church Militant, is TO BE UNDERSTOOD 70 
« be a Petition for all that are departed in the Faith and Fear 
* of God, that they may be Partakers of his Heavenly Kingdom; 
* or, as in the Burial Office, may have their perfect 
* Conſummation and Bliſs, Cc.“ p. xxx. But your Scheme, 
whereof I have a Copy, Article the ſecond, has it thus: 


« We declare, that tho the Words, Militant here in Earth, 
« ſpall always be uſed as Part of the Title of the Prayer 
*« for the whole State of Chriſt's Church; yet the following 

| „ Words 
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e TPords in the Inſt Clauſe of that Prayer, That with them 
« we may be Partakers of thy Heavenly per SHALL 
«© RE UNDERSTOOD fo be the ſame in Senſe with theſe Word; 
« in the Burial Office, [That we, with all thoſe that are 


« departed in the true Faith of thy Holy Name, may have 


“ our perfect Conſummation and Bliſs both in Body and 
« Soul in thy eternal and everlaſting Kingdom.] 


This Article is nothing elſe but a mere Equivocation and 
Evaſion; an Invention which avoids all determinate Prayers for 
the Dead ; for, it promiſes no more than this, that the laſt 
Clauſe of the Prayer for the whole State of Chriſt's, © ſpall 
© BE UNDERSTOOD fo be the ſame in Senſe with” the © Words 
« 7n the Burial Office,” which Words in the Burial Office are 
themſelves no determinate Prayer at all for the Dead ; nay, 


and our Determiners too, who pretend to interpret the Li- 


turgy, do not ſo much as fay in their Agreement, that the 
Words of the Burial Office, are a determinate Prayer for the 
Dead : So that, they would: have theſe Words (by themſelves 
not fo much as called a determinate Prayer for the Dead) to 
be the Standard and Exemplar whereby “ ſhall be underſtood” 
the other Words of the Clauſe in the Prayer for the whole 


State of Chriſt's Church ; which is juſt the fame as if they 


had faid, this laſt Clauſe “ ſhall be underſtood in the ſame 
Senſe as the Words in the Burial Office, which Words we do 
not ſay are any determinate Prayer for the Dead: This Way of 
pretending to make a Concordate for Peace and Unity, is a 
Whimfical Banter: For, 
Firſt, A Promiſe or Agreement, that Words * ſhall be un- 
« derſtood, exc.” is a Promiſe which ſecures nothing at all, it 
being out of the Power of the Promiſers to determine any 
other Man's, than their own, Underſtanding, but for one Mo- 
ment; and even as to their own Underſtanding, tis found by 
Experience to be ſo various and fluctuating, that there's no 
Confidence to be put in it; Witneſs, Doctor, the Change of your 
own Underſtanding within a very few Years, 8 within but 
a Day or two, as you may well remember laſt July, when one 
Sunday Morning here inTown, your Underſtanding was ſo averſe 
againſt a Private Mixture, that you promiſed me you would 
not by any Means come into it; [and I have alſo Letters of 
your zealouſly reſolving and diſputing againſt it] yet behold 
no longer after than the Twe/day Morning following, when the 
Reverend Mr. C k and I made you a Viſit, your Under- 
ſtanding was ſo alter d and chang'd, that you — ſhew'd us 
you would come into the Private Mixture! And you have 
given us ſuch further demanſtrating Proofs of the man 
0 
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of your own Underſtanding, that you publickly inform'd us in 
Print, Anno 1720, in your Diſſertation upon the Primitive 
Liturgies, that you underſtood the Church of England's Liturgy 
has not provided for any of the four neceſlary Ulages : And 
now you underſtand that her Liturgy does contain them all: 
So that, by theſe Inſtances, (and more I can produce) 'tis ſut- 
ficiently manifeſt, that there is no Dependance upon your Un- 
lerſtanding: And as for that of the Subſcribers to your Scheme, 
they alſo have (ſome of them) given ſufficient Proofs of the 
Changeableneſs of their Underſtanding, and that it 1s not al- 
ways fix'd and immutable, as to the ſame Things; for tis not 
long ſince, that your F. G. and R. R. ſo © anderſiood” the Mix- 
ture, that they prohibited it under their own Hands, as your 
aforeſaid Letter of the 19th of September 1730, aſſures me; 
but now, they ſo underſtand the Mixture, that they agree in 
your Scheme ſubſcribed by them to practiſe it themſelves, (but 
yet ſo as if they were aſhamed or afraid of it) tho' one of em 
H. G. formerly per formed it publickly, and afterwards for ſook 
it. Thus variable are the Underſtandings of you and two of 
your Subſcribers; and the {ame is true of others of them; 
from all which 'tis evident to a Demonſtration, that theſe Men, 
whoſe Regulation of their own Underſtanding is ſo uncertain, 
are not fit to determine how, and in what Senſe, any Words or 
Sentences “ ſhall be underſtcod,” by the Underſtanding of ano- 
ther: And therefore this Part of your Scheme or Agreement is 
an Undertaking above your Power to inſure ; for, who gave 
you the Godlike Power of determining other Mens Under- 
ſtanding, when Facts demonſtrate that your own is inconſtant 
and wavering? Away then with your * ſhall be underſtogd,” 
tis utterly out of your Reach; and the Pretence to inſure it, 
is nothing but a Banter. For further, 

Secondly, If the Burial Prayer was, as it is not, (and your 
Scheme does not ſay that it is) a determinate Prayer for the 
Dead; yet even upon this Suppoſition, the Promiie in your 
Scheme is impoſſible to be performed agreeably with good Senſe 
and Reaſon, if you had the Power of governing Mens Under- 
ſtanding : For, alas ! the laſt Clauſe in the Prayer for the whole 
State of Chriſt's Church, is a Prayer for the Living Only, and 
cannot rightly © be underſtood” to be any Prayer at all for the 
Dead, is * proved in my XVth 5, at pag. 20, 2 1. and that 
it is falſe Divinity, and theretore Nonſenſe, to affirm that it is 
ſuch a Prayer. And the Reverend and Learned Author of 
The Neceſſity of an Alteration, in the 123d and 124th Pages of 
that Book, has very well ſhew'd, That it is plamly “ 4 Con- 
* ditional Prayer ” —————— © but we cannot mean (ſays he) 
that the Departed ſhould perform the Condition, becauſe it 
* World 
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% world be ApsuRD to follow their own Examples, therefore 
« we cannot be SUPPOSED fo include them in the Prayer.” 
If then, according to him, we cannot be surPoseD fo to 
include them, then certainly it cannot be“ UNDERSTOOD“ 
that they are ſo included: And thus the Determination, that 
this Clauſe “ ſhall be underſtood” ſo to include them, is a De- 
termination of what © cannot be ſuppoſed,” even if the Burial 
Prayer ſhould be ſuppoſed to pray for the Dead, as it does not. 
For, 

Thirdly, This Burial Prayer is the Compoſure of the Church 
of England, and therefore her publick authentick Act, juſtly 
interpretable, not by mere Private Fudgment, nor by the Fancy 
of any unauthorix d pretended Judges, but by its Conformity 
to, and Conſiſtency with, her other ſtanding publick authentick 
Acts; For, ſhe will not acknowledge, ſhe will never own, 
that any of theſe are inconſiſtent with one another. I have be- 


fore, under the ſecond Head of my XXth 5, proved, that thoſe 


her other Py publick authentick Acts, are againſt Prayer 
for the Dead, that ſhe exhorts, not to pray for them, and 
that, conſiſtently with thoſe Acts, her Burial Prayer, which 
is her Act alſo, does not pray for them. 

But ſtill, to illuſtrate this Matter more at large, with rela- 
tion to the Church of England's Acts concerning the Burial 
Office, I will produce her Acts in the firſt Reformed Common 
Prayer Book, and then 'twill in Fact appear further, that her 
Act in the Burial Office of the preſent Book, is directly againſt 
her Acts in the Burial Office of the firſt Book, which firſt Book 
is now abrogated by the Church and State of England. 

In that firſt Book, her Prayers for the Dead 1n the Burial 
Office were theſe, uttered by the Prieſt, viz. 


1. © I commend thy Soule to God the father almighty, and 
« thy body to the Ground, &c.” 


2. © We commende into thy handes of mercie © the 
« Soule of this oure brother departed N, beſeeching 
« thine infinitie goodnes ” « that when the indge- 

c ment ſhall come, whiche thou haſt committed to thy wel- 
« beloued Sonne, both this our brother AN b we may bee 
« founde acceptable in thy ſyght, &c.” 


3. © Graunt” te that at the day of iudgement his 

“ Soule, AND all the Soules of thy elect departed out of this 
ce He, MAY WITH us, we with them, fully receiue 
« thy promiſes, and be made parſite altogether, thorough the 
« glorious reſurreccion of thy Sanne, Kc. © 
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After the Lord's Prayer. 


; 
KH 
$5 

* 

3 


, . 4. Prieſt. Entre not (O Lorde) into iudgement with thy 
. 4 «© Sernaunt. 


| 5 Aunſwere. © For in thy Sight no lining Creature ſhall 6: 
| ; « inſtified. 
| E Prieſt. © From the gates of hell 

Aunſwere. Deliver their Soules, O lorde. 


« Let us prate.” 


5. © O Lorde, with whom do line the Spirites of theim that be 
« dead, &c.“ « Graut unto this thy Seruaunt 
« that the Sinnes which he committed in this world be not 
« imputed unto hym, but that he eſcapyng the gates of 
« bell, and paynes of eternal darkenes, may euer dwel in 
« the Region of light, with Abraham, Iſaac, and Jacob, 

; « in the place where is no weping, Sorrowe, nor h#auines : 
| : « and when that dredeful day of the generall reſurreccion 

« ſhall come, make hym to ryſe alſo with the inſt and 

« righteous, and receive this body agayn to glory, then 

« made pure and incorruptible, ſet hym on the right hande 


bath, „ a — g—_— 


a 


1 « of thy Sonne Feſus Chrift, among thy holy and elect, that 
Z « then he may heare with them theſe moſt ſwete and com- 
E « fortable wordes : Come to me, ye bleſſed of my father, &c. 
4 The Celebracion of the holy communion, when there is 
3 | « a buriall of the Dead. 

3 « The Collect.“ 


6. O mercifull God, the father of our lord Feſu Chriſt, 
« who is the reſurreccion and the life, &c.“ 
* mnekely beſeche the (o father) to raiſe us, &c.“ 
« and” that at the general reſurrecciù in the laſt daie both 
« WE AND THIS OUR BROTHER DEPARTED receiuing Again 
« our bodies, and riſing again in thy moſt gracious fauoure, 
« may with all — eleft ſainctes obtaine eternall ioy : 
« Graunt this, &c. 


{The firſt Reformed Common Prayer Book, © Imprinted at 

« London in Fleet-ftreete, at the ſigne of the Sun ower- 

oy ”_= the Conduit, by Edward Whitchurche, the 4 day 

of May ye year of of. LA. 1549. 

Libri Liturgici B. Ne 3. at Syon College Library in Landon. 
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In thoſe Prayers for the Dead tis very Remarkable, 


Firſt, That the Ræform'd Church of England pray'd then 
particularly and expreſly for the Soul of the Deceaſed, 
as in thoſe Prayers I have marked 1, 2, 3. 

Secondly, That ſhe prayed for him by Name, as in Prayer 

marked 2. 

Thirdly, That ſhe pray d for him with reſpect to his inter- 
mediate State, between Death and the final Judgment 
as in the Prayers marked 1, 2, 4, 5. 

Feurthiy, That ſhe pray d for him, and us the Living, in 
Conjunction; as in the Prayers marked 2, 6. In which 
her Language is ſo determinate that there is no room for 
any oppolite Conſtruction. For ſhe prays, That “ both 
this our Brother AND we may be found acceptable; 
and again © bot we AND this our Brother departed.” 


Fiſthly, That ſhe pray'd for him and all the Elect departed,' 
and us the Living, in Conjunction; as in the Prayer 


marked 3. And this in ſuch determinate Language as 
leaves not the leaſt Liberty for any other Meaning; her 
Words are * His Soul AND all the Soules of thy Elect de- 
% parted ” ——=- Mar WITH us, AND © we with them 
fully receive thy Promiſes.” | 


But in all the following Common Prayer Books, and parti- 
cularly the preſent, the Church of England rejects and throws 
out of her Burial Office every one of theſe Determinate Prayers 
for the Dead, ſhe has not retain'd ſo much as but one of them, 
nor has ſhe provided any Petition equivalent thereto ; nay, ſo 
circumſpect and critical is her Burial Office now, that it no 
where prays for any of the Faithful Dead in Company with 
the Living, by joining em with the Conjunction AND, as in 
the firſt Liturgy ; ſuch as © That Both this our Brother AND 
« we may be found acceptable,” or «© Both we AND this our 
«© Brother departed” © may” « obtain Eternal Foy.” 
No, there is no ſuch Conjunction copulative as the Word 
AND in all the preſent Burial Office to connect the Dead 
with the Living in the {ame Petition; 'tis utterly excluded 
and rejected out of that Office, by the Laſt Reviewing Con- 
vocation : So again, the ꝓreſent Burial Office does no where 
provide (as in the firſt Byrial Office) to pray for the Dead in 
General, connected with the Living by the Conjunction AND, 
as thus in the firit Office That * all the Souls of thy 
« Elect departed out of this Life, may with us, AND we with 
te them fully receive thy Promiſes,” wherein 'tis manifeſt that 
all the Departed Souls, and we the Living, are equally poſs 
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for in that Petition, becauſe Ceterminately connected together 
by the Conjunction Copulative ANI. So that This Petition 
concerning Departed Souls an us the Living, is, That they 
with us AND we with them may fully receive God's Pro- 
miſes; which is exactly the ſame as to ay, That They AND 
we may fully receive them. All this clear and determinate 
Manner of praying for the Dead in General, is utterly excluded 
by the Act of the Church of England's Convocation in the 
Laſt Review; the Clauſe in their Preſent Burial Office, which 
your Scheme wouid have to be our Great Exemplar, is only 
this, © That we with all thoſe that are departed, &c. may have 
« our perfect Conſummation and "gp both in Body and Soul, &c.” 
This determines not any Prayer for the Departed ; it does not 
pray that they AND we may, &c. It docs not pray, that 
we AND all thoſe that are departed, &c, may; nor does 
it pray © that we with all thoſe that are departed, &.“ 
« AND THEY with us may have, c.“ No! No! This 
laſt [AND they with us may have, &c.) would have determin'd 
the Dead pray'd for, but the Convocation would not admit it; 
the firſt Part of the Clauſe “ That we wir n all thoſe that are 
« departed, &c. may have,” is allow'd by them to be there, 
it determining no Petition for the Departed; becauſe, a Mun 
can with good Grammar pray in this Sentence to be made 
Happy with, or in the Company of thoſe very Perſons, whom 
he believes ſtand not in need of his Prayers, and for which 
Reaſon he does not pray for them. Iwill give three Inſtances 
of this, and literally apply them to the very Clauſe of this Bu- 
rial Prayer. Firſt, We can with good Grammar pray thus, as 
to our Happineis with the Bleſſed Jelus, © That we with” thy 
Dear Son Jeſus Chriſt “ who departed this Life in thy Faith and 
« Fear, may have our perfect Conſummatios and Bliſs toth in 
Body and Soul, &c.” In which'tis manifeſt we do not pray 
for the Bleſſed Jeſus, but for ourſelves to be conſummately 
happy with or in his Company. Seconily, The Romaniſts, 
who believe (tho? falſly) that the Bleſſed Virgin, Mother of our 
Lord, has attain d to her perfect Conſummation and Bliſs both in 
Body and Soul, can with good Grammar pray thus, © that we 
'* with” the Bleſſed Mother of our Lord, who © departed this 
« Life in thy Faith and Fear, may have our perfect Conſumma- 
tion, e. In which 'tis manifeſt ſuch Romnniſts would 
be underſtood” to pray, not for the Bleſſed Virgin, but for 
themſelves to be conſummated, &c. with or in her Company. 
Thirdly, Thoſe Proteſtants who believe with the Church of 
England, that the Souls of the Righteous pg ont of the 
* Body ” go © ſtreight ways to Heaven and © need no 
TFrayer [ zd Part of the Homily concerning Prayer] Such 
Proteſtants, I ſay, can with good Grammar pray this your 
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Exemplary Prayer, without any Suppoſition of being * under. 
« food” to pray tor the Faithful departed, nay, they or any 
other Chriſt an Oppoſers of ſuch Prayer, can, conſiſtently with 
their Principles, pray © that we with all thoſe that are de- 
« parted this Life in thy Faith and Fear, may have our perfect 
& Conſurmmation and Bliſs both in Body and Soul, &c.” For, if 
you ſhould charge ſuch Oppolers of Prayer for the Dead, that 
in uling this Prayer they have really pray d for the Dead; they 
might caſily anſwer thus, © Your Charge would be true if the 
« Pr yer had been worded, That we AND all thoſe that are 
& departed, &c.” but the Prayer is worded ſo, as to obviate 
« and prevent any ſuch Charge againſt us; It's Words are only 
% That we WITH all thoſe, which are very different from 
« the Words we AND all thoſe ; our Prayer is for ourſelves 
e alone, [not that we A ND all thoſe, but] * That we with all 
* thoſe that are departed” * may have our perfect Con. 
« ſummation” ; Which is no more in Reality, than that we 
« ourſelves may be conſummated, and join'd to or united 
te with their Society, for they need not our Prayers,” ſay 
theſe Oppoſers ; and fo fays the Church of England Proteſtant 
too, but with this Additional way of Arguing ; * Tho' in 
% my Judgment I think the above Anſwer ſufficient, (he may 
« ſay) yet, that I may not be accus'd of building too much 
« upon my own meer Private Judgment, I appeal to the Au- 
« thentick Acts of my own Church, the Church of England, 
« whoſe Prayer this is ; She teaches me expreſly in her Ho- 
« mily, that the Faithful departed “ need no Prayer“: She ex- 
« horts me, ſaying © Let us not ce dream” « of 
« Prayer for the Souls of them that be dead, but let u 
« pray” — « for all Men living.” Theſe her Acts, taken 
« in Conjunction with her Acts of rejecting and throwing 
« out of her Preſent Burial Prayers all Determinate Petitions, 
« which neceſſarily and unavoidably did pray for the Dead in 
« her Firſt reftorm'd Burial Service, do evidently prove that 
« Her P.ayer aforeſaid in her preſent Burial Office, contains 
« no Petition for the Dead, but for rhe Living only; for, as l 
« am certain the Judgment of my Church will not own any 
« of her Publick Acts to be inconſiſtent with one another; 
« ſo I am ſure that my Private Fudgment, cannot with any 
« Decency and Reſpect towards her, affirm that her Burial 
« Prayer, which is her Publick Act, does now pray for the 
« Dead inconſiſtently with her Doctrine, which is her Act 
« alto againſt ſuch Player; and conſequently, my private Judg- 
« ment, regulated and directed by her publick ſudgment, de- 
« ter mines, as ſhe does, conſiſtently with herſelf, that this Bu- 
rial Prayer is no Prayer for the Dead, but for the Living 72 
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Thus your Exemplary Prayer in the Burial Office, is upon a 
fair Trial found to be no other than a Prayer for the Living, 
(and your Scheme itſelf is nor ſo adventurous as to call it a 
Prayer for the Dead ;) your Scheme agrees and promiſes that 
the Petition in the laſt Clauſe of the Prayer for the whole State 
of Chriſt's Church, “ ſhall be underſtood to be the ſame in Senſe 
« with” this your Exemplary Prayer of the Burial Office; they 
are both of em Prayers indeed of the ſame Senſe already with- 
out this your Promiſe and Agreement, for they are both no 
other than Prayers for the Living ; and thus upon the Truth of 
the Matter, your Promiſe terminates in no more than a Quibble, 
which, if acquieſc'd in, throws out in Fact the Miniſtration of 
Prayer for the Dead. 


XXIV. Thirdly, Your printed Letter propoſes that we 
ſhould acquieſce, if it be declar'd, that the Prieft placing 
« Bread and Wine on the Table, and praying God to accept our 
« Oblations, does in that Act acknowledge God to be the Sove- 
« reign Donor of thoſe and all other his good Croatures to us, 
« and alſo offers them in orDER to the SacriFICIAL 
« MINISTRATION, according to the Inſtitution of Jeſus Chriſt 
« in Remembrance of his Death,” p. xxxi. 

This is of near Affinity to the zd Article of your agreed 
Scheme; but not exactly the ſame; for there, according to 
the Copy you gave me, 'tis in theſe Words, 


« Ie declare that the Church appointing the Prieſt to place 
« ſo much Bread and Wine as is ſufficient upon the Table, 
« and afterwards in the following Prayer to beſeech God 
to accept our Oblations, INTENDS that he ſhould 
« both acknowledge God to be the' Sovereign Donor of thoſe 
&« good Creatures to us, and alſo offer them IN ORDER 
© to the SACRIFICIAL MINISTRATION, #c- 
« cording to the Inſtitution of Jeſus Chriſt in Remembrance 
« of his Death and Paſſion.” 


In all which, there is no more than a Declaration, of what 
theſe Determiners {ay the Church INTENDS ; but how 
wy come to know this her INTENTION; or by, what 
Publick Act of hers (viz. Of the Church of England, whoſe 
this Liturgy is) ſhe declares this her Intention of what the Prieſt 
ſhall acknowledge; and in OrDER to what Sacrificial Mini- 
ſtration he ſhall offer, they ſay not one Word; they produce 
no ſuch Publick Act of hers, 

But to let this paſs ; here is no Promiſe to offer that Sacrt- 
fice which Chriſt inſtituted ; not ſo much as an INTENTION 
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[ 52 } 
to offer that Great Sacrifice of his Body and Blood, which he 
offer d to his Father at his laſt Supper, and which he com- 
manded hs Apoſtles and their Succeſſors to offer for a Memo- 
rial of him; this Sacrifice is dropp'd by the Determiners; 
nothing is declar'd to be INTENDED, but an Oblation of 
Unconiccrated Elements, which in no Senſe whatſoever are 
Chiit's Body and Blood when they pray God to accept their 
Oblations. This Article of your Scheme only ſays, of theſe 
un. onacciated Elements, © The Church intends” —— that the 
Prieit ſhould “ offer them, IN ORDER To the SACRIFICIAL 
« MINI TRATION, &c.” Be it ſo, that he offers them, in 
Order o this GREAT END; But when and where is this Exp 
attain'd, wacn and where is the Sacrificial Miniſtration, the 
Offering to Go. the Father the Sacrifice of his Son's Repre- 
ſentative Body and Blood? This ſhould be the EN , in order 
to which, thoſe Unconſecrated Elements are offer'd at firſt ; 
But this END they never are advanc'd to; this Sacrificial 
Miniſtration of Chriſt's Repreſentative Body and Blood, is 
no” perform'd; That Body and Blood are not offe.'d a Sacri- 
fice to God the Father; for, as the preſent Liturgy ſtands, 
ſo ſoon as *tis belicv'd that the Elements are made the Repre- 
ſentative Body and Blood of Chriſt, they immediately proceed 
to the Diſtrivution, Eating and Drinking the ſame, without 
offering That Body and Bivod to God the Father, as Chriſt 
commanded. This falls vaſtly ſhort of the Inſtitution, and of 
the Practice of the Primitive and Univerſal Church. And the 
Determiners of your Scheme make no Proviſion whatſoever 
to ſupply this miſerable Defect, no, not ſo much as by the 

r ſorry Shift and unavaila le Attempt of an Intention to 
offer this Sacrifice. See more upon this in my & XVII, 
p. 23, and & XX, p. 29. 


$ XXV Fourthly, The next Thing your printed Letter 
propui.s for us to acquieſce in, is, that it be declared that 
&« i the Petition” © Hear us, O merciful Father, &c.” ©« we 


Adel re Ob to ULleſs and ſanftify by his Holy Spirit the Elements 


« bejore offer d. pag. xxxi. But this ſtands in ſomething 
more politive Terms, than what the Determiners in your 
agrecd Scheme propoſe; for, there it is, That in the 
« Prayer of Conſecration, the Church in that Petition, Hear us, 
« O mercitul Father, we moſt humbly beſeech thee; and grant 
« that we receiving, &c“ INTENDS to Bleſs, that is to 
« pray God to bleſs and ſandify by his Holy Spirit the Elements 

« before offer'd.” 
T have already in S XX. p. 28, prov'd, That theſe Words 
(Hear us, &c.) are not the Bleſſing which the Inſtitution re- 
quires 
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quires; but becauſe I would not paſs by any thing in your 


Scheme, I muſt here oblerve that for this pretend-1 I N- 
TENTION of the Church, your Determiners bring no 
Proof from any of her Publick Authentick Acts; I tay uch 
Acts of the Church of England whoſe Liturgy this is, and by 
whoſe Authority they pretend to Determine, tho', as | have 
prov'd, ſhe gives them no ſuch Authority. I f. ould heartily 
rejoice to ſee this her Intention exprels'd in any Prayer of hers 
that neceſſarily infers this Bleſſing ; but there is no Publick 
Act of hers that determinately and unavoidably manifeſts this 
Intention. 

The Words Hear us, &c. (one of her Publick Acts) are 
evidently a Prayer for ourſelves, but not one Word of Prayer 
for the Elements that they may BE, what the Inſtirution re- 

uires them to BE, the Body and Blood of Chriſt; and as 
the Primitive and Univerſal Church always pray'd expieily 
that they might BE. 

There's another Publick Act of hers which fully demon- 
ſtrates her Intent to Bleſs the Elements by the Words of Ju- 


ſtitution alone, making them in Fact her waoLe Form of Con- 


ſecration, without this Prayer ; witneſs her Rubrick to con- 
— a ſecond Supply of Elements, when the firſt are all 
ent. 
She has another Publick Act, which proves her Intent i 
not © to pray God to Bleſs and Sanctiſy by his Holy Spirit the 
Elements, that they may BE Chriſt's Body and 5:004; name- 
ly that Publick Act, by which ſhe rejected and threw our of 
her Liturgy, ſuch an Invocation as did undeniably © pray God 
« to Bleſs and Sanctiſy ly his Holy Spirit the Elements” t5 be the 
Body and Blood of Chriſt. | 
Theſe her Publick Acts are directly againſt the pretended 
Intention declar'd in this 4th Article of your Scheme ; and 
they alſo fully contradict what your printed Letter propoſes to 
be declared more ſtrongly upon this Head. The Reverend and 
Learned Author of the Neceſlity of an Alteration, p. 138, of 
that unanſwerable Book is ſo much at a Loſs to find out the 
Truth of this Declaration in your printed Letter, and in the 
4thArticle of your Scheme, that he very juſtly ſets up a Hue-and- 
Cry after it; faying, © Where is the Bleſſing in the Engliſh Li- 
* turgy?” And you alſo are at the fame Loſs yourſelf in your 
Diſſertation, but tis not worth while to quote your many 
printed Paſſages, either relating to this or any o her of the 
our Points, wherein you contradict your preſent New Scheme, 
becauſe you declare that you are now ready to recant them: 
But that Learned Gentleman having made no ſuch Declaration, 
1 muſt once more cite him againſt the Novel Fancy of 1 N- 
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TENTION, which your Scheme attempts to put upon us 
inſtead of FACTS: One of our Adverſaries had produced Mr. 
Thorndike for the Force of Intention, with relation to the In- 
tent of conſecrating the Elements, by reciting the Lord's 
Prayer over them: To which the Reverend Author of the 
Neceſſity, Cc. in his 144th Page, returned this excellent An- 
ſwer, ſaying, © Vill our Author juſtify Myr. Thorndike in this 
« Sentiment ? Or will he put the Force of a Sacrament upon an 
„ INTENTIONAL CONSECRATION ? Is not this ſymbolizing with 
« the Romiſh Communion, to reduce the Supernatural Benefits 
« of the Euchariſt, the Reward of Heaven, and the Proſpect of 
« Eternity, to the PRECARIOUS AND UNCERTAIN CONDITION of 
« the Prieſts INTENTION? Than which, nothing can be 
more zealouſly uttered againſt this fallacious Invention ; the 
Inſufficiency and Sinfulnefs whereof I have largely expoſed in 
the preceding 10, 11, 12 Pages of theſe Papers. 


S XXVI. Fifzhly, Your printed Letter, pag. xxxi. would have 
your Determiners © likewiſe order ſo much Bread and Wine to 
« be always conſecrated, as may be ſufficient for the Communi- 
« cants, without à ſecond Conſecration, which is agreeable 
enough with the fifth Article of your Scheme, wherein tis 
agreed by you and your Determiners, for © every Prieſt to con- 
« ſecrate at firſt rather more than is ſufficient for all the Communi- 
« cants, that there may never be any need of a ſecond Conſe- 
cc cration.” 

This, conſidering the Authority upon which the Framers of 

our Scheme pretend to found their Determinations, viz. the 
Preface to the Book of Common Prayer, tho? (as I have prov'd) 
it gives them no Authority at all, is a Behaviour very incon- 
ſiſtent with that Deference and Reſpect, which they would 
have us believe they pay to that Book ; for, this Order or 
Agreement to avoid ſecond Conſecrations, is a defamatory Satire 
againſt thoſe ſecond Conſecrations, which are expreſly appointed 
by a Rubrick of the Common Prayer Book ; that very Law 
of the Church and State of England, on which they (though 
falſely) found their imaginary Power and Authority to explain 
the Eſtabliſhed Liturgy. Is it an Explanation of that Liturgy, 
and for its Honour and Reputation, to accuſe it of appointing 
dons th which is Criminal, and ought to be avoided ? Is 
not this fifth Article of your Agreement ſuch an Accuſation ? 
For, what need is there of your thus agreeing to avoid thoſe 
ſecond Conſecrations, (which in Fact prove that the WHoLE 
Form of that Church's Conſecration of the Elements, conſiſts 
in the WorDs oF InsTITUTION ONLY) if you did not 


by thus agreeing, judge ſuch a Form (impoſed as entire) = 
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be criminal? For, if it is not faulty, there's no Neceſſity of 
being thus careful to avoid, ſo as that zhere may never be 
« any need of a ſecond Conſecration.” 

Thus, tho' not in direct Words, yet in Fa# and Agreement, 
you impeach a Rubrick of the Book of Common Prayer, 
which is a Law of the Church and State of England; and yet 
at the ſame time, in the very Front of your inſtrument of 
Agreement, you pretend to be authorized (but you are not 
ſo) by the Law of the ſame Church and State, to explain that 
Book of hers to a legal Effect and Obligation: That Church 
and State impower you to explain her Book of Cummon Prayer, 
tho you are not the Explainers appointed by the Law of that 
Church and State; and your Explanations are ſuch, as in Effect 
impeach a Rubrick of that very Book, and would repreient 
ocher Parts of it as meaning and intending thoſe very Things 
which the Laws of the fame Church and State have rejected 
and caſt out of that Book ! - 

But now let us ſee, on the other hand, the mighty Impor- 
tance of this your Agreement to avoid the ſecond Coniccrations 
appointed by the Rubrick. Your pretended ſtrict Attachment 
to the Book of Common Prayer, to as that not one Tittle of 
it may be altered, for want of ſufficient Authority! binds you 
down to the literal Obſervance of that Rubrick, whenioever 
there ſhall be a Neceſſity for ſecond Conſecrations. I know a 
Prieſt, who once by Miſhap, ſpilt the confecrared Wine. Is 
it impoſſible for ſuch another Miſchance to happen? May not 
this, and other unforeſeen Accidents, ſuch as the Forgettulneſs 
or Careleſsneſs of the Prieſt, as to the firſt Quantity of rhe Ele- 
ments, or the unexpected Increaſe of rhe Number of Com- 
municants, after he has provided what he thought ſufficient, 
or the great Draught which ſome take of the coniccrated Cup, 
all which 1 have ſeen, and muſt oblige to come to ſecond 
Conſecrations ; then, and in ſuch Caies, your ſtrict Attach- 
mient to the Book of Common Prayer, and its Rubricks, muſt 
oblige you to conſecrate by the Words of Inſtitution only; To 
which add, that ſuch your Attachment is not at all unlikely. 
to make you repent of this Part of your Scheme, and conſe- 
quently abate of that Care and Caution which reflects an Im- 

putation of Fault on a ſtanding Rubrik of your Church, and 
ſo in all theſe Caſes your fifth Article of Agreement will then 
be Inlignificant, and of no Benefit at all, to thoſe who cannot 
be content with ſuch a ſecond Conſccration. 


XXVII. You produce and endeavour to anſwer two Ob- 
jections, which you ſay you have heard of, againſt the Biſhops 
being authorized by the foreſaid Clauſe of the — P. xxxi. 
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The firſt Object on is filly enough, and I never heard of it 
before I ſaw it in your printed Letter; upon my reading it, I 
found it ſo weak, that it put me in mind of ſome Authors 
who purpolely ſtart ſuch trifling Objections themſelves, becauſe 
they are eaſily anſwered, and in the Eyes of the 1 give 
ſome Figure to their own Performances: I will not accuſe 
you of any ſuch Management : But, 

The ſecond Objection is of greater Weight and Importance; 
and I muſt needs ſay that your Anſwer thereto ig not at all 
to the Purpoſe. The Objection is this; © That an Order may 
« be ſaid to proceed contrary to the Rubricks, which commands 
« either Monk or LEss, than that which is directed by them.“ 
This is a great Truth with Relation to the Rubricks of the 
Book of Common Prayer : For, thoſe Rubricks are the Laws of 
the Church and State of England; they are Part of the Statute 
Law ot the Nation, and the Laws of the Nation will not al- 
low any one to add to, or take from, a Statut“ Law, in Mat- 
ters about which the Statute Law 1s concerned : To exemplity 
this in two Inſtances : 

Firſt, As to ordering MORE than a Rubrick directs. A 
Rubrick in the Communion Service now ſtands thus : 


« When there is a Communion, the Prieſt ſhall then place upon 
« the Table ſo much Bread and WINE as he ral think 


te ſufficient.” 


This is a Rite or Ceremony appointed by the Rubrick, which 
is Statute Law. The Biſhop of the Diocele has not Authority 
to add to this Rubrick, or Statute Law, and therefore he has 
not Authority to enlarge this Rubrick, by ordering Bread, 
Wine, and Water; his ſo ordering would be contrary to this 
Rubrick, in the Eye of the Statute Law: This would be true, 
if there were nothing more in the Act of Uniformity than an 
Injunction to adminiſter the Sacraments © in ſuch Order and 
« Form as they be mentioned and ſet forth in the ſaid Book.” 
But when further, the ſaid Act prohibits (as it does) to “ uſe 


any other Rite, Ceremony, Order, Form, or Manner of cele- 


« brating the Lord's Supper, openly or privily;” his ſaid Order 
would be more manifeſtly contrary to the Rubrick : But yet 
in both Caſes it would be contrary to the Ruvrick, becauſe the 


Rubrick itſelf is Statute Law; and the very Letter of a Sta- 


tute Law muſt be exactly adher'd to and obſerv'd : which 
makes your Determiners to be Breakers of the Statute, when 

they order the Uſe of the Mixture. 
Secondly, As to ordering LESS than a Rubrick directs, or, 
Which is the fame thing, making ſuch an Order as ſhall p k- 
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$16xEDLY ſet aſide a Rubrick, as i” it was Faulty or Criminal, 
which your Determiners have done, by the Rubrick for ſecond 
Conſecrations, whereof I have taken Notice before under my 
XXVIth 5. This their Order, or Declaration, call it what you 
pleaſe, is contrary to the Rubrick, becauſe it derogates there- 
from, as a thing to be avoided : That Rubrick is Statute Law, 
and the Law will not allow any Imputation of Fault to be 
caſt thereon, even if no Penalty had been laid upon the Tranſ- 
greſſors, for the ſame, by the Act of Unitormity ; but this Sta- 
tute does enact a Penalty upon * any Manner of Parſon, Vicar, 
& or other WHATSOEVER Miniſter ” who © SHALL 
« HECLARE or ſpeak any thing in DEROG ATION "—— 

« of the ſaid Book,” [ viz. of Common Prayer, &c ] © or any 
« THIN therein contained, or any Part thereof.” Act for 
Uniformity 19720 Elix.] So that here is no Room lett to ſup- 
poſe, that the ſaid Declaration of your Determiners is any other 
than CONTRARY to that Rubrick ; for, it is ſpeaking in 
Derogation thereof. 

You attempt to anſwer the Objection by expoſtulating with 
the Objectors in this Manner, pag. xxxi, xxxii.“ How will 
they © anſwer a PRESBYTERIAN, when he Jays That to 
command More or Leſs in the Worſhip of God than is re- 
« quired in Scripture, is contrary to Scripture ? How will th 
« wvindicate the Church, which commands the making the Sign of 
the Croſs, in the Adminiſtration of Baptiſm, and enjoins all 
« Perſons to receive the other Sacrament kneeling, &c.“ 
« in the Book of Common Prayer, which are not tht tp in 
« Scripture? How, I ſay, can they vindicate the Church in theſe 
« Particulars, if what they urge with Regard to the Rubricks, 
« be an Argument of any Force ? | 

To which I anſwer, That in theſe and other like Matters, 
the Church is very well vindicated, and the Objection at the 
fame time ſtands firm: For, the Scripture has no where ap- 
pointed a ſtarted determinate Form, for a © Book oF Common 
„ PRAYER AND ADMINISTRATION OF THE SACRAMENTS, AND 
* OTHER RITES AND CEREMONIES OF THE CHURCH,” to be uſed 
by Chriſtians, © and none other, or otherwiſe.” No, Theſe 
Things the Scripture has left to the Power of the Spiritual 
Governors of the Church to appoint, ſo as that all Things be 
done * decently and in order * according to the Pro- 
portion of Faith,” and © to the Glory of God, and the Edifica- 
tion of his Church.” This cannot be denied between you and 
me; and therefore the Church cannot be faid to enjoin contrary 
to Scripture in the Inſtances you mention, for this very Reaſon, 
becauſe the Scripture gives her Power and Authority to order 
and appoint ſuch Things, (as above) and has no where made 
Rubricks 


(58 ] 
Rubricks or Orders, has not at all determined ſtated Forms, 
Rites, or Ceremonies of Worſhip in the Chriſtian Church, to 
which . theſe Inſtances can be ſaid to be Additions, or from 
which theſe Inſtances can be term'd to be Abatements and 
Derogations. | 

But the Caſe is altogether otherwiſe in the Church and State 
of England; they have by Law, and Statute Law too, ap- 
pointed a determinate Form and Order of Common Prayer, in 
which all the Rubricks are expreſſed ; they have fixed all the 
particular Rites and Ceremonies ; they have expreſly enacted 
the Uſe of This Form, Order, Rites, and Ceremonies, exclu- 
live of any others; and they have made all and every of theſe 
to be Statute Laws of the Land, and therefore an Order, in 
Caſes wherein the Rubricks are concerned, is juſtly ſaid to be 
« contrary to the Rubricks,” when it & commands either more or 
« leſs than that which is directed by them: Becauſe the Rubricks 
are the Statute Law of the Land, and in Caſes wherein they 
are concerned, the Letter of them muſt be obſerved, without 
any Addition to, or Subſtraction therefrom : Becauſe the Le- 
giſlators found their Authority of making ſuch Statutes, upon 
the Scriptures not having enjoined any particular Rites, Cere- 
monies and Forms of Common Prayer, againſt which their 
Statutes can be ſaid to be contrary ; and conſequently you have 
not anſwered the Objection, becauſe your Scripture Caſe is ut- 
terly diſſimilar from, and no ways agreeable with the Caſe ot 
our Statute Law, and therefore the Argument will not hold 
from the one to the other. 

There's another ſtrong Objection, which you have never at- 
tempted to anſwer, tho you are very well acquainted with it, 
and 'tis this, that you have in reality no ſuch legal Judges as 
are impowered by the Preface to the Book of Common 
Prayer, to determine the Senſe of the Liturgy of the Church 
of England. This Objection I have put to you ſeveral Times, 
and you know why you care not to trouble yourſelf with the 
Labour of endeavouring to ſolve it; I have therefore the more 
largely inſiſted upon it in theſe Papers, XXI 6, from pag. 33 
to pag. 39. becauſe your Determiners found their pretended 
Authority upon that Preface, and make it the Bafis and Foun- 
dation whereon the whole Superſtructure of your and their 
Agreement does reſt and depend: I have there prov'd that, 
That Preface is no Rule of your Church ; that it authorizes 
no Judges whatſoever to determine after your Manner of deter- 
mining; and that let it authorize for what Matters it will, 
your Determiners are not the TuEREEY LEGALLY AUTHORIZED 
Jupces in ſuch Matters; and conſequently, your whole Scheme 
is a mere Nothing, as to legal Obligation, it being no authen- 
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tick Act of the legal Church and State of England, whoſe Li- 
turgy it is you pretend to explain; and whole legal Dioceſan 
Biſhops you have not at all among you, for ſuch an authorized 
Purpoſe. FER 9 8 

| Your ſaying, therefore, If the Biſhops on this Occaſion think 
« it expedient 10 adviſe with their Presbyters, that is pure Cour- 
« teſy and Condeſcention, ſince the Biſhops are appointed ſole 
« Fudges in the Caſe,” is of no Moment, ſo long as you have 
not among you theſe © Sort Jupces,” who are in Truth no 
other than thoſe Legal Biſhops of the Church of England in- 
corporated in the State, whom the Preface authorizes, but not 
ſo highly as your Determiners pretend to be authorized there- 
by. Had theſe Determiners condeſcended to adviſe with ſome 
Presbyters, who were excluded from their perſonal Conſul- 
tations, 'tis to be hoped they might have ſeen and prevented 
the Ridiculouſneſs of building their Houſe upon the Sand, where 
it muſt inevitably fall; for, what elſe is their ſolemn Claim of 
Authority, as given them to determine, by a Statute Law of 
Eng/and, which in no Reſpect whatſoever has any Relation to 
them, and which indeed does wholly incapacitate them tor 
ſuch an Authority ? It is a Slip, and a great one too ! which 
might have been prevented by a free Conference, and order] 
Debates, before put in Execution ; bur ſuch is the uſual Fate 
of thoſe who will determine, without a previous, fair, and 
open Trial of the Merits of the Things they would eſtabliſh, 
I am ſorry for the Miſtake, and ſo mult leave it! 


$XXVIII. You give us a Rule from one of the Homilies, 
which you ſay - may be à good Direction to the Biſhops, in the 
« Interpretation of the Communion Office, declaring the Senſe of 
« it : Before all Things, this we muſt be ſure of eſpecially, 
e that this Supper be in ſuch wiſe done and miniſtred as our 
“Lord and Saviour did and commanded to be done, as the 
Holy Apoſtles uſed it, and the Good Fnthers in the Primitive 
Church frequented it.” 

This is an excellent Rule indeed, whereby to diſcover the 
true Nature and Quality of any Church's Communion Office; 
and 'tis not to be doubted, but all Churches will claim the 
Reputation of their Communion Offices, being exactly con- 
formable thereto : But it fares with this Rule as with all other 
good ones, that the ſeveral Claimants interpret it ſeveral ways, 


according to their own pes ar Schemes, (whoſe Interpre- 
1] 


tations of this Rule are eaſily diſcovered, by the Nature and 
Quality of their ſolemn Eccleſiaſtical Doctrines and knjunctions. ) 
And fo the Armenian Churches, who have rejected the mix d 
Cup of our Lord, and the Romiſh Churches, who rob the 

| Laity 
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Laity of the Cup, will aſſert, that their Communion Services 
are agreeable with this Great Rule, tho” *tis manifeſt that 
they are not ſo, as any one may be convinc'd that will 
but impartially compare them therewith ; the very Abſence 
of theſe Things out of their Miniſtrations, being a full Diſ- 
covery of their Nonconformity to the Rule : Their ownin 
this Rule therefore, and acknowledging the Duty of following 
it, does not prove their Rear CoxFormiTy thereto, for, if it 
did, then all, even oppoſite Parties, would be in the Right, 
in the very Things about which they contend and oppoſe one 
another; which 1s a great Abſurdity to imagine. 

The Church of England, no one will doubt, does ſo interpret 
this Rule, as that ſhe believes her Communion Office to be 
agrecable thereto : Her Senſe of the Meaning of that Rule, and 
her enjoined Practice, go Hand in Hand, without Inconſiſtency 
and Contradiction to one another: She no where ſays now, in 
any of her publick Acts, that this Great Rule contains the four 
Uſages, or any one of them; nay, ſhe expreſly teaches againſt 
two of them, Prayers for the Dead and the Sacrifice, in her 
publick Acts, as I have prov'd before, p. 26to 31. Theſe two, 
and the other, viz. the Mixture, and Catholick Invocation, 
ſhe had in her firſt Reformed Liturgy ; all theſe four, ſhe, by 
her publick Acts in her laſt reviewing Convocation rejected, 
ſo as that not one of them is to be found in her preſent Li- 
turgy; the moſt penetrating Eyes and Ears in a Congregation 
cannot Ser, Hear, or Discover them, or any of them to be 
in Fact miniſtred thereby. Nay, the greateſt Enemies to theſe 
Uſages, can miniſter by this Liturgy, without any the leaſt 
Oppolition to, or Inconſiſtency with, the Principles of ſuch 
their Enmity ; and the moſt malicious Oppoſers of the Church 
of England, who eſteem theſe Things to be mere Popery, do 
not vent their Malice againſt her, as holding and retaining 'em 
in her Service; which they certainly would do, if they could 
diſcover them to be there; for, they want not Quickneſs of 
Sight to diſcover, nor ill Will to publiſh, any Thing in 
her Conſtitution, which they think to be Matter of Chare-. 
againſt her: From all which it follows, that tho' ſhe owns 
the Rule in general, yet ſhe does not intepret it to contain 
the Particulars of the four Uſages; and therefore your Deter- 
miners cannot make this Rule itſelf, in the Truth and Reality 
thereof, to be . their Direction in the Interpretation of the 
« Communion Office,” ſo as to judge and declare, that the 
« Senſe” of that Office does in Truth and Reality contain thoſe 
Uſages. This would be a Miſapplication of the Rule, and 
making a falſe Inference; twould be the ſame as if a Man ſhould 
ay, A Church owns ſuch a Rule in general to be ar Py 

| crore 


| 
| 
2 


ti 
el 
t] 
C 
0 
t] 
is 
a 
n 
P 
t. 
0 


FE pt ik 5.4 ID RENT et 


8 428 3 J 2 k 3 1 + * 
eee 


e 


«dc: ec. ad... ack. : af. a Jaw a Sd ed FLY © ad a «a © ka. 


_——_— - he. Mi a a 4 


61 ] 

therefore her Inſtitutions and Injunctions are all agreeable to 
every Particular of that Rule, tho' Matters of Fact demonſtrate 
the contrary in many irregular Communions of the Chriſtian 
? Church; who yet own the Rectitude of the Rule, and their 
} own Obligation to be coatormable thereto: The great Buſineſs 
then of taking the Rule you mention, to be © 4 good Direction, 
: 


is to get a true Knowledge firſt of the Particulars of the Rule, 
and trom thence to determine what ought to be in a Com- 
munion Service; then to take the Service and lay it to the 
Particulars of the Rule, and ſo it will be ſeen manifeſtly, whe- 
ther the Service is really and in fact conformable to the Rule 
or no: There is no other Way of taking this Rule for 4 
« good Direction; this was the Way made uſe of in the 
Years 1717 and 1718, when 'twas determined thereby, that 
the Communion Service we ſpeak of, is defective of thoſe 
Uſages 3 and if the Determiners of your Scheme had impar- 
tially taken th* lame Method, Anno 1732, your Scheme would 


never have been 2 to, but, on the contrary, twould have 
been rejected an 


ö thrown out upon its firſt Propoſal, as a 
= Thing prejudicial to the real 8 of the Church, and a ma- 
* nifeſt Nonconformity to this excellent Rule. 

: 

8 


8 XXIX. I cannot but obſerve, that when you would 
ſeem to enumerate the four Ulages a little lower, as Parts ot 
the great Rule laſt ſpoken of, you acknowledge the Mixture, 
and Prayer —— © for a Ble//mg on the Elements, that th 
might BE MADE THE BODY AND BLOOD OF CHRIST” 
* unexceptionably enough: Bur when you would be thought to 


4 
f 

© deſcribe the other two Ulages, you do it in ſuch a Manner, 
g 


and with ſuch a remarkable Reſervedneſs and Partiality, as are 


no ways commendable nor agreeable with your for mer plain 
= Dealing : Thus you tell us, The Faithful departed were prayed 


* this is Part of the Truth, but nor the whole Truth, which you 


1 
for. that they may be Partakers of the tieavenly kingaom; 
; 
are obliged to teſtify by the Oath which you have taken in 


the Preience of God and his Church, when you was admitted 
do be a faithful Steward of his Myſteries; for, you omit that 
they were alſo pray d and offer'd for, with reſpect to their 


=> INTERMEDIATE STATE, as your Collection of Liturgies 


| fully teſtifies. 


So again you ſay, that © The Bread and Wine” (you mean by 


vyhat you ſaid before, the mix'd Wine) „were offered in Ac- 
* © knowledgment of God's Soveraignty, and To Be the Memorial 
FB © of Chriſt's Death.” This alſo is Part of the Truth, but not 
the whole Truth; for, you omit the great Chriſtian Sacrifice 
of Chriſt's Repreſentative Body and Blood, which was 22 
7 offered 
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offered to God the Father, after the Words of Inſtitution, and 
which ſucceeded that firſt Offering of the unconſecrated Ele. 
ments; as your Collection of Liturgies does alſo teſtify. 

This Way of Management is nothing agreeable with Pri. 
mitive Catholiciſm, as neither is your Promiſe of retracting 
your excellent Writings, upon the low and mean Condition of 
a Compliance with the Private Fudgment of your Writer of 
the two Diſcourſes ; whoſe whole Performance is a Miſre- 
preſentation of the Church of England's Liturgy ; and whoſe 
Manner of attempting to explain it, is aſſerting upon his own 
Fancy and Imagination what never can be prov'd, ſo long as 
the publick authentick Acts of that Church demonſtrate rhe 
contrary to his utmoſt Endeavours, and plainly confute his 
whole Treatiſe, | 


& XXX. And yet, ſee the Prevalence of mighty Truth, 
whole once Advocates are not uſually ſuffer'd to deſert her 
without ſome painful Emotions! This your promiſed Retrac- 
tation is not without its Miſgivings, the Struggles of a Mind 
better inſtructed, and the Twitchings of a Conſcience better 
inform'd; for, in the Midſt of all the Satisfactions you ſeem to 
take in your new Scheme, for an Acquieſcence in the Liturgy 
of the Church of England as it now ſtands; you diſcover a 
remanent © Defzre,” and wiſh, ſtill unſatisfy'd, that “Her Li- 
% turgy had been, and may yet in Due TiME, and by bur 
« AUTHORITY, be altered in ſuch Manner, as might prevent 
« any Miſunderſtanding of the Doctrine of the Church as to 
« theſe Points” pag. xxxii. As for this dut AuTHoRITY, 
I have no need to ſay more relating thereto, than what I 
have expoſtulated with you in pag. 24, 25 of theſe Papers. 
Tis enough that the Alteration of the Liturgy is a Deſirable 
Thing ; it could not be Deſirable with Juſticeand Reaſon, if there 
were no Neceſlity for it ; becauſe *tis but mere Humour and 
Fancy to ſpend our Thoughts and Deſires upon altering Litur- 
gies for needleſs and unprofitable Things: The Neceſſity of an 
« Alteration” wants not the Formalities of what your new Opi- 
nion calls © due Time,” and © by due Authority”; tor, in ſuch preſ- 
ſing Caſes, all Times are © due, their Neceſſity requires to be 
« inſtant in Seaſon and out of Seaſon” ; and for this Purpoſe, where 
there is even No more than one Catholick Biſhop, be he of what 
Nation ſoever, there is and muſt be“ due Authority; ſuch 
a Biſhop being a rightful Succeſſor of the Apoſtles, and, as sucn, 
having all dug AuTroriITY, and Power neceſſary to the Being 
and Well-being of the Church, let modern Inventors, and Deter- 
miners of Novel unaccountable Schemes ſay what they will 
to the contrary, in favour of their defir'd due Authority. | 
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And as for altering the Liturgy, ſo as to“ prevent any Miſ- 
© underſtanding of the Doctrine of the Church, as to theſe Points,” 
viz. Of the four Uſages; She herſelf has ſo alter'd her Liturgy 
from her firſt Reform'd One, that her preſent Liturgy, and 
her other Publick Acts, do already ſufficiently obviate * any 
« Miſunderſtanding of her Doctrine as to theſe Points; for they 
manifeſtly enough demonſtrate to 2 ſerious Enquirer, that 
her Doctrine and Practice, do really diſallowy of, and reject 
thoſe Points; and therefore, no other Alteration is juſtly 
DESIREABLE now, but fuch as will, by manifeſt, plain and un- 
diſguis'd Appointments, convince the Impartial, that ſhe teaches 
and practices in the Alteration thoſe four neceſſary Uſages. 


& XXXI. Your hearty Thanks to your Author, for his 
« Pains” and for his “ Deſwe to procure Peace and Union; 
and © for the Kindneſs and Friendſhip” he has © ſhewed to us, 
«* who” (you fay) «© had been led into an Opinion of the Defective- 
« neſs * the Eſtabliſh'd Liturgy,” as you expreſs it, p. xxxii, 
and xxxlii, require ſome Retroſpection, upon the Nature of his 
and your own © Pains;” the True Quality of his and your De- 
fre; and what it was that led us into the Opinion of that De- 
fectiveneſs which you ſpeak of. x 

Firſt, His Great Pains have been, To form Schemes and Pro- 
poſals for an Imaginary Coalition, upon Terms utterly unwor- 
thy of Primitive Catholick Chriſtians Acceptance; and which 
indeed inſiſt ſo tenaciouſly upon the Perfection of the Preſent 
eſtabliſh'd Liturgy ; that, your Letter to me Nov. 8, 1729, 
aſſur d me that If I deſire a Tittle ſhould be alter'd in the 
% Common Prayer it will not be granted.” At the ſame Time 
you determin'd not to come in, to his Propoſal « If they” 
(his Party) © re ue the OPEN USE of the Mixture”; For, 
(fay you) © I 2 then think their Purpoſe is to TIE us up T0 
„ THEIR OWN TERMS, and to be at Liberty themſelves.” 

When this Gentleman had taken the Pains to draw up what 
you call the“ Inſtrument of Union, He therein propoled the 
« Open Mixture” but with this uncatholick Declaration, We 


EF © believe the Mixture to be in its own nature Indifferent, and not 


at all neceſſary, or any part of our Saviour's Inſtitut ion; This 
is his Orthodoxy ! which you would have admitted. him and 
his Party to declare, in an Inſtrument of Coalition! And in 
your Letter to a Friend in London, dated Nov. 8, 1729, you 
own for yourſelt, and for others you would have had to con- 
cur with you, ſaying © Ve yield to them with regard to wHat- 
© EVER is ESTABLISHED by the Liturgy.” You tell your {aid 
Friend, that “hey will not treat with” (one of your Collegues 
in particular.) But, they would not come in, to the Publick 
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Mixture, becauſe they held it to be illegal; and ſo this Treaty 
was broke off, as your Letter of Nov. 29, 1729, informs me 
in theſe Lamentable Words! ©« They refuſe Communion with us, 
1 tho' we ſhould oblige ourſelves not to —_ againſt any ArTicLe, 
* CANON OR RuBRICK of the Church of England!” whereby 
you demonſtrate your Readineſs to come in, fully to a Com- 
pliance with their uncorrected Liturgy. 

The next Year I find your Author's Labour and Pains ſome- 
what alleviated by your helping Hand ; for in your Letter of 
September 19, 1730, you inform me, that the Inſtrument was 
« drawn up by you and him.” So that, now the Inſtrument was 

our own, tho not at all amended from what it was before: 
bs the ſame Letter you ſtill adhere to the Neceſſity of the Open 
Mixture; 5 excellent Reaſons for it (which I have recited in 
p. 41 of theſe Papers) and finally you determine, that for 
thoſe Reaſons you © muſt and smouLD aLwavs inſiſt on the Pub- 
&« lick Uſe of the Mixture: You tell me © there is no Hopes of 
e our coming to an Union with them upon any other Terms, than 
«* by our yielding to them ix EveRy THING WITHOUT RESERVE:” 
Lou own moreover that the Conceſſions you made in that In- 
ſtrument, were © perhaps much more than you OUGHT to 
« have yielded:” But in your Letter of the fame Date to ano- 
ther Friend in London, you are more frank, and fay © that, 
& notwithſtanding the TOO LARGE CONCESSIONS 
« 'T had made, they will not unite with us, c. But yet, in 
ſo ſhort a Time as but fonr Weeks after, viz. On the 17th of 


October, 1730, you write to your Author a Letter of Eneou- 


ement to proceed on that very Scheme of your acknow- 
ledg'd « TOO LARGE CONCESSIONS, ” Approving 
his Practice of miniſtring by the Unalter'd' Liturgy ; and 
ſolving all, by your New Uncatholick Doctrine of Worſhipping 
by declar'd Meanings ann IxTENTIONs, then invented by you, 
to ſupply the Defects of a Liturgy. 

This Gentleman accordingly continued his Pains-taking ; and 
gave out in the North, that the Coalition muſt take Place, 
upon the Terms of his Inſtrument ; but the Obſtacles which 
his Letter and your Scheme met with in London, caus'd you 
to write him another Letter to difluade him from any further 
Proſecution of that Matter ; In which you told him to this 
Effect, | 


« That his Inſtrument of Union will only tend to Dis uxirt 
r us more, and that whereas there are now two Parties of 
te Non-jurors, there will then be three. For thoſe who ap- 
« prove the Concordate will nor Unite the two Parties, 
ce * will make a Third, and involve ws new Contro- 
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« verſies, which we ought by all Means to avoid, and therefore 
« HAD BETTER LET MATTERS CONTINUE As they are.“ 


This I had from you under the 28th of November, 1739. 
And 'twas excellent wholeſome Advice for him and you to 
tollow. ; 

But, deaf to all this, he proceeded, and with that extrava- 
gant Heat, that he preach'd againſt and conderan'd as Schi- 
maticks, in his Sermons, all thoſe, who did not worſhip ac- 
cording to his Scheme. 

This drew from you more Letters to him, of which you 
inform me in theſe Words; 

« As to Mr. S 's Sermons” « as I have 

« long ſince, in à Letter to himſelf, declared my Diſlike of 
« thoſe Sermons, and let him know that I CANNOT 
« ANY more ſay, I could COMMUNICATE with 
« him, ſo I have again very lately taken Occaſion to let him 
« know, that even According to his own Account of the 
« Sermons, I look upon him as one who has conpemn'd we 


„* As A SCUISMATICK, and therefore he need not wonder, if 


I declare AGAINST COMMUNICATING WITH HIM ; ſence if I 
« ſhould offer to come to his Altar, he ought not on his 
« OWN PRINCIPLES to admit me till I had renounced my 
e Schiſm.” 


Theſe are your own Words in your Letter to me of the 8th 
of May, 1731. Any one would have thought by this 
That you had now finally done with any more Tamperings in 
favour of his Schemes and uncharitable Principles ; eſpecially, 
conlidering, how you had open'd your Breaſt and d:f{clos'd 
your Sentiments concerning his Party, in your Letter to 2no- 
ther of your Correſpondents but five Months betore this ; 
wherein you ſay of them, 


"* I have now broke off all Treaty with them, being fully 
e convinc'd that they are not Men to be treated with upon 
« any Joe Terms,” « I ſhall make no more Pro- 
« peſals to them, nor hearken to any more which they ma 
« make to me. For I find them ſo Obſtinate, that it 1s 
e altogether in vain to think of an Union with them.” 


This, I fay, taken in Conjun&ion with your Judgment of the 
Uncharitableneſs of your Inſtrument-maker's Sermons, and 
Principles, and your own Backwardneſs of Communicating 

E Wo therefore 
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therefore with him, as in your faid Letter of the Sth of May, 
1731, together with your late Acknowledgment that you ha! 
made them © Too LANGE Concrsslons,” would have induc 
any body to believe, that you now had fix'd your Reſolution 
to adhere to jour Primitive Catholick Principles, and Practices; 
and that now repenting of your“ Too Large Conceſſions,” you 
would not be drawn away to a Compliance with his and 
their uncatholick Terms Of a But Nominal, not Rea! 
Coalition. | 

But bchold the Frailty and Inconſtancy of Human Nature 
hen left to itielf ! In leis than two Months after, viz. about 
the latter End of June, or the Beginning of Fuly, 1731, you 
came {ſuddenly and privately to Town; ſecretly treated and 
agreed with them upon the very Bottom of that odd Scheme, 
the Fallacies whereof I have expoſed in theſe Papers; you 
did this, without any firſt free ConyerExcE and DEBATESs, in 
a Church Aſſembly of all Parties concern'd in the fame; again}: 
the onA ProTesTs of two Brethren Catholick Collegues 
in ExcLus108 ot one of em from your Conſult, tho? ye al 
owe whatſoever Authority ye can juſtly claim, to his Labour 
and Concurrence ; and Laſtly, without the Approbation of 
another Brother Collegue, Mr. T B, who by Reaſon of his gre: 
Age, and Diſtance from London, could not meet you, but in hi 
Letter to you, of the 7th of July, 1731, aſſures you thus, 


« As for my Part, I think the Alterations (that have been 
« made) /o REASONABLE, ſo UNEXCEPTIONABLE, that if it 
« fall pleaſe God to prolong my Life to any more Oppor- 
« tunities of waiting on his ſacred Altar, I ſhall (after all) 
« preſume to uſe our New Office.” 


And being preſsd by an intimate Friend of his, to come to 
Town upon this great Affair, he anſwer'd him thus in hi; 
Letter of the 26th of Fuly, 1731. | 


« After all; What ſpall I ſay? What can I do ? I have already 
« told Dr. B. that I am reſolvd to 'adhere to our Nen 
« Office. And if I were in Town, it can't be ſuppos'd that 
« could divert him from thoſe Meaſures he has 'eſign'. 
« However, if he deſert us, There will ſome remain, 
« truft, who will continue our preſent Uſage.” 


And in Anſwer to a Letter I wrote him, to requeſt his com- 
ing up; he returns me thus, the 3 iſt of July, 1731. 
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te To London I cannot come, but I have wrote an An(wer to 7 
% Dy, t,, and therein told him, That I am re/olv'd to — 
ce adhere to our New Office.” | 


= 1 Gay, thus, upon your Own Private Judgment [for Private | 

udgment it certainly was, while diſcordant with the Practi-e i 
of the Primitive and Univerſal Church] you then came wholly 
in to the Terms of your Author's Scheme, whereby you and | 
= the two who agreed with you here in Town, afſum'd to ö 
pourſelves a Pretence of Authority, which never was given ; 
„do you [Sce my d XXI.] and upon that No FounpaTion ö 
you built your whole Alnr Fapricx of, Firſt, A fortiking p 
the Open Edifying Mixture of the Sacramental Cup, in Ex- | 
change for the Order, for an Unedifying, Precarious, Uncer- 1 
tain, Doubtful, Private Mixture only, which at beſt, inſur'd \ 
nothing to the Church of the Real Performance thereof; Se- a 
condly, An actual Departure from all Primitive Catholick Prayers ; 
and Offering for the Faithful Departed ; Thirdly, A leaving off c 
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in Fact the Great Chriſtian Sacrifice of Chriſt's Repreſentative 
Body and Blood, which his Inſtitution requires, and the Pri- 
mitive and Univerſal Church conſtantly practiſed; ourthiy, 
An actual Departure from the Primitive Catholick Invocation 
= to make the Elements to BE the Body and Blood of Chriſt, 
© ſubſtituting in it's room no more than their declared I N- 
EZ TENTION to pray for this, in Words which do not ſig- 
= nify any ſuch Thing; Fifthiy, An Order, enjoining all Pricits 
in your Communion, to conſecrate at firſt rather more Fle- 
ments than are ſufficient, to avoid Second Conſecrations; and 
= Sixthly, Another Authoritative Order for all ſuch Prieſts to 
= uſe the Eſtabliſh'd Communion Office, and no other; which 
= renders the 5th Order uſeleſs and inſignificant, when a Ne- 
= ceſlity ſhall come for Second Conſecrations, [and what Fore- 
= ſight can infallibly prevent em? See p. 55] for, they muſt * 
then, by this Order, conſecrate by the Words of Inſtitution 
Ane, being by this 6th Article faſten'd down to the Ob- 
ſervance of the Rubrick for thoſe Second Conſecrations. 
And here J cannot, without Pity, reflect upon that Unſtea- 
dineſs of Reſolution, or Want of Memory, or I know not 
what to call it, that has drawn you in, to that very Snare and 
| 15 0 which your ſeeming Watchfulneſs ſaw but a little 
| While before, was laid for you. | 
= The Private Mixture, you for a long Time ſtrenuouſly op- 
pos d and promis'd never to agree to, upon Account of its Non- 
| Conformity to the Practice of the Primitive Church, and the 
Inſecurity of its certain Performance; But you now receive, 
acquieſce in, and ſtrangely impoſe it upon others: The Men 
n whoſe 
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whole Refuſal of the Publick Mixture, you judg'd was 1g 


Evidence ot their © Purpoſe to tie us up to their own Term, 
« and to be it Liberty themſelves”, and whom you found de- 
termin'd againſt Union © upon any other Terms, than your 
« yielding to them in every Thing without Reſerve” and upon 
which Account you broke off Treaty with them, are the 
very Men to whom you now yield to be y d up to their own 
Terms © in every Thing without Reſerve”: The © Too Lark 
« Coxctss10ns ” you own'd you had made them, are now ng 
longer roo LARGE; you agree to thoſe very Conceſſions, and 
would alio impoſe them upon others: Your Author's Inſtru- 
ment, falily called an Inſtrument of Union, which you warnd 
him will only tend to DisUNITE us more”, has now chang 
its dividing Quality, is altogether Healing and- Uniting ! You 
receive it as ſuch, and enjoin others to receive it ſo too: The 
Man, of whom you profeis'd, you could not any more fay « yy 
« could communicate with him”, by Reaſon of his Uncharitable 
Charge of Schiſm againſt you, and others, for not Worſhippin 
according to his Scheme; is now made your Leader =, 
Guide, by your entire Submiſſion to his Uncatholick Scheme, 
and your requiring others to pay the ſame Deference, to his 
Private Fudgment ; for, ſuch, and no other is his Novel, unpre- 
cedented Inſtrument. 

But, alas! the Authoritativeneſs, of That Inſtrument, pri- 
vately agreed to by yourſelf, and two more of your Brethren, 
who impos'd it as an Injunction upon the Presbyters, when 
it was ſent to their Presbyters for their Approbation and Con- 
currence, produc'd an Effect which fully demonſtrated the 
Imprudence of it's Compoſition ; for, as ſoon as they faw it, 
finding by its Terms, and the High Form of its Language, 
that it was Authoritatively impos'd upon them; they refusd 
to take it into their Conſideration, and ſo threw it out, as an 
Injunction with which they had, and would have, nothing 
to do at all. Your two Brethren aforeſaid ſent you Notice of 
this, and that they could not therefore come to a Concluſion 
with you at that Time; and ſo it was dropp'd for the 
Preſent. 

The next Year, 1732, The Propoſals were reviv'd again, 
and manag'd with great l ou came to Town, and 
without calling any Church Aſſembly of all ſuch Perſons 2 


are concern'd in ſo great an Affair, wherein Prayers ought firl 
to have been offer d up to God for the Aſſiſtance of his Holy 
Spirit ; wherein the Matters and Things ſhould have been then 
propos'd to the Aſſembly, and a free Conference and ſober 
Debates ſhould have been allow'd and enter'd into for the more 


effectual Diſcovery of the Truth, if we are fo blind as 2 
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to ſee it! Without any thing like this; yea, without ſo 
much as any the leaſt Per onal Conference with your Orthodox 
Catholick Collegue of your own Communion here in Town; 
you, in an Uncatholick Manner, upon your own Private Judg- 
ment, came to an Agreement, with your ſaid two Brethren, 
upon every one of their own Terms, as before ſpecified, with- 
out any the leaſt Alteration oſ the Subſtance of the Articles of 
your Private Inſtrument of 1731, [Sce pag. 39, &c.] only 
with a very remarkable Omiſſion of thoſe Authoritative Forms 
and Terms of Language, which in thar other Inſtrument, 
made your Articles to be Injunctions impos'd upon others, 
who did not hold themſelves to be oblig'd thereby, and there- 


fore threw it out and rejected it. 


Thus for Inſtance, you now omit entirely your Claim of a 
pretended Authority as given you by the Preface to the Book 
of Common Prayer: I wonder'd at this Omiſſion, after you and 
your Determiners had inſiſted upon it ſo ſtrenuouſſy as you 


did before; I ask'd a worthy Friend of mine [who is no 


Stranger to the ſecret Springs of all your Inſtruments] what 
may be the Reaſon of it ; his Anſwer is, that he knows of 
no other than the Behaviour of the Rejecting Presbyters laſt 
Year ; but, that, notwithſtanding this Omiſſion, you ſtill go 


E upon the ſame Foundation of That Pretace's authorizing you 


as expreſs'd laſt Year. [Which pretended Authority I have 


$ confuted in & XXI, of theſe Papers, p. 32 and forward.) 


Again, you now omit all the Authoritative Terms, ſuch as 
= « We ORDER 


© WI DIRECT 


« xryvery, Oc.” and © WE STRICTLY ENJOIN ALL, &9'c” 


F*f they ſtood in laſt Year's Private Inſtrument ; and inſtead 
thercof, you now inſert theſe Terms | which relate to none but 


yourſelves the Subſcribers, and carry nothing of any Autho- 


riative Injunction along with them] that is to fay “ Acrer- 


MENT” wwe WE AGREE” « WE AGREE.” And in 


the whole Inſtrument now, there is not, from tirſt to laſt, ſo 
much as one Word of your Authoritatively ordering, directing, 


enjining, or requiring any Perions whatioever in Communion 


= with you, to perform, underſtand, mean, or intend your agreed 


Articles; nor is there ſo much as any Declaration, Promiſe, or 
Agreement, that any but yourſelves ſhall PERPOnu, unDER- 


W STAND, MEAN, or INTEND, thoſe Articles, or any one of them. 


But that I may not charge all this upon you without Proof, I 
have ſubjoin'd your Two Inſtruments of 1731 and 17323 


W whereby the Truth will manifeſtly appear, viz. 
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Anno 1731. 


The Authoritative In- The No Authoritative, Pri. 


ſtrument; rejected by 
their Presbyrers when 
ſent to then for thetr 
Approbation. 


Hereas an unhappy 
| Miſunderſtanding has 
happen'd between us — 
concerning the Communion 
Office in the Eſtabliſh'd Li- 
turgy, therefore that for the 
Future an exact Unitormity 
may be preſcrv'd among us, 
We [being empower'd there- 
unto, by the following Clauſe 
in the Preface to the Book of 
Common Prayer And for- 
« aſmuch „ 7 2 Sn 
« ( plainly (et forth, but 
8 ee Mg do make 
the following ORDER 
and Declaration, viz. 


Remark'd on p. 33 to 39. 


1. WE ORDER that 
a little Water ſhall always 
be privately mixed with the 
Sacramental Wine, before it 
be placed upon the Altar. 


Remar k d on p. 40 to 43. 


2. We declare, that tho 
the Words mili:ant here in 
Earth ſhall always be uſed 
as Part of the Title of the 
Prayer for the whole State 
of Chriſt's Church, yet the 
following Words in the laſt 
Clauſe of that Prayer that 
« with them we may be Par- 
« takers of thy Heavenly 

Kingdom, 


Anno 1732. 


7 * 
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vate Agreement, Which 1 
was not ſent to their Pref. 3 
byters for their Approba. | 
tion, and is no Church Act, 7 
but only a clandeſtine pe- 
culiar Compact, between 
the Subſcribers for them. 
ſelves alone; wo Church 
Aſſembly having been ſum- 
mond, or invited, freely 
to Confer and Debate pro 
amd con, upon theſe Ar. 
licls. 


LY 4 n n 3 SL 
DEC ALI WE / Trp we 


Hereas an 1 Miſ- 

underſtanding hap- 
pen'd between us con- 
cerning the Communion Office 
in the Eſtabliſh'd Liturgy, there- 
tore, that for the future an exact 
Uniformity may be obſerv'd 
among us, we do make the fol. 
lowing Declarations and AGREE- 
MENT: 


I. We declare, that tho' the 
Words militant here in Earth, 
ſhall always be uſed, as Part of 
the Title of the Prayer for the 
whole State of Chriſt's Church, 
px the following Words in the 
aſt Clauſe of that Prayer © that 
with them we may be Partakers 
« of thy Heavenly Kingdom,” hal 
be underſtood to be the ſame in 
Senſe with theſe Words in the 
Burial Office © That we with all 
« thoſe that are departed in the 
« true Faith of thy Holy Name, 
* may have our og tor Conſum- 
« mation and Bliſs both in N 
« 47% 
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Anno 1731. 


« Kingdom,” ſhall be under- 
good to be the ſame in Senſe 
with theſe Words in the 
Burial Office © That we with 
« all thoſe that are departed 
ig the true Faith of thy 
« Holy Name, may have our 
« per/ect Conſummation and 
« Bliſs both ia Body and Soul, 
« 1a thy Eternal and Everlaſt- 
« ing Kingdom.” 


Remark'd on p. 44 to 51. 


z. We declare that the 
Church appo.nting the Prieſt 
to place ſo much Bread and 
Wine as is ſufficient upon 
the Table, and afterwards in 
the following Prayer to be- 
ſcech God to accept our Oo- 
lations, Intends that he 
ſhould both acknowledge 
God to be the Sovercign 
Nonour of thoſe good Crea- 
tures to us, and alſo offer 
them in in order to the Sa- 
crificial Miniſtration accord- 
ing to the Inſtitution of Je- 
ſus Chriſt, in Remembrance 
or h.s Death and Paſſion. 


Remar k d on p. 51. 52. 


4. We declare, that in the 
Prayer of Conſccration, the 
Church in that Petition, 
Hear us, O merciful Father, 
de moſs humbly beſeech 
* zee, and graut that we 
receiving, exc.” Intendsto 
bleſs, that is, to pray God to 
blels and ſanctify by his Holy 
Spirit 


if 


Anno 1732. 


© and Soul in thy Eternal and Ever- 
cc laſting Kingdom.” . 


Remaik'd on f. 44 to 51. 


II. We declare, the Church 
appointing the Prieſt to place ſo 
much Bread and Wine as is ſut- 
ficient upon the Table, and after- 
wards in the following Prayer to 
beſcech God to accept our Ob- 
lations, Intends that he ſhould 
both acknowledge God to be 
the Sovereign Donor of thoſe 
good Creatures to us, and allo 
offer them in order to the Sacri— 
ficial Miniſtration, according to 
the Inſtitution of J-lus Chriit, in 
Remembrance of his Death and 


Paſſion. Remark d on p. 51. 52. 


III. We declare that in the 
Prayer of Conſecration the 
Church in that Petition, „Hear 
« us, O merciful Father, we moſt 
« humbly beſeech thee, and grant 
« that we receiving, &c.“ In- 
tends to bleſs, that is, to pray 


God to bleſs and ſanctify by his 


Holy Spirit the Elements before 
olter'd. Remar Kk d on p. 22.53. 54. 


IV. We AGREE. that a lit» 
tle Water, ſhall always be pri- 
vately mixed with the Sacramen- 
tal Wine, before it be placed up- 
on the Altar. 

Remark'd on p. 40 to 43. 


V. We AGREE to conſe. 
crate at firſt rather more than is 
ſufficient for all the Communi- 
cants, that there may never be 
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Anno 1731. 


Spirit the Elements before 
offer d. 


Remark'd on p. 52. 53. 54. 


5. We direct every Prieſt 
to conſecrate at firſt, rather 
more than is ſufficient for 
all the Communicants, that 
there may never be any need 
of a ſecond Conſecration. 


Remark d on p. 54. 55+ 


6. Laſtly, We ſtrictly en- 
join all Presbyters in Com- 
munion with us to uſe the 
Eſtabliſh'd Communion-Ot- 
fice, and no other, from and 


after = — 


[Agreed by H G. 
R. R. 
Dr. B—.] 


72 ] 
Anno 1732. 


any Need of a ſecond Conſecrz. 
tion. Remark'd on p. 54. 55 
[Sign'd Monday April 17, 1732. 
Sic Subſcribitur H. 6 

R. R. 

R. R 

Proc G. 8. 

And we being fatisfied with 
the Promiſes and Declaration; 
made and ſignd by the 
Mr. H. G. Dr. R. R. and Mr, 
G. S. do readily and chearful) 
return to full Communion with 
them, and do faithfully promiſe 
to lay aſide the Office we now 
uſe, from and after the firſt of 
September next enſuing, in the 
Year of our Lord, One Thouſand 
Seven Hundred and Thirty Two, 
and to adminiſter the Holy Ev 
chariſt according to the Form pte. 


ſcrib'd in the Eſtabliſh'd Liturgy 


of the Church of England. 
[ Sign'd Friday, May 26, 173 
By] T. B. L. L. D 
T. B. A. M. 


Thus your whole Scheme this Year, exactly the ſame 2 
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*twas laſt, in the Articles of your Deſertion and Departure from 
the edifying Miniſtration of the four neceſſary Uſages of the 
Primitive Catholick Church, and which you and your Coufin 
Mr, T— B-— have unaccountably and inconſiſtently with 
yourſelves, {1gn'd and agreed to, in Company with Mr. E. G 
R. R. and G. S. wherein you promiſe and agree upon h 
own Terms to lay aſide your Preſent Orthodox Catholic: 
Liturgy, from and after the firſt Day of September, 1732, 
and to adininiſter the Holy Euchariſt by their Liturgy, 
tho' not alter'd in the leaſt] is No CHuncn Acr; bs 
not the Reſult of any ſummon d Aſſembly of the Clergy, free. 
ly to confer and debate pro and con upon its Articles; it 1; 
diſrob'd and deſtitute, naked and void, of all even the For- 
malities of Real or but Pretended Authority; it claims an! 
exerts indeed no Authority at all; it c oes not order, requi-t, 
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or enjoin any thing in the Leaſt upon the Church; ſo that, "tis 
in every Reſpect no more than a Private Agreement among. 
and for, your ſelves, alone; but with this great and [without 
Repentance] irreparable Damage to you two, and to thoſe who 
may happen to involve themſelves iu the Unhappineſs of fol- 


lowing your Example; that you abandon and relinquiſh That 


Sacred Treaſure which was committed to your Truſt ; while at 
the ſame Time you have thereby added nothing of Benefit to 
the Party to whom you are to be join'd, ſince in Fact they re- 
main but in the ſame Condition they were in, before your 
Agreement with 'em, and are not at all amended in their 
External Miniſtrations to God and his Church: In ſhort, they 
are to be but as they were before, and you are to be entirely 
what they are! This is the True Nature of your and your 
Author's Labour and Pains, to confirm in their Miſtakes, thoſe 
who are in the Wrong, and to weaken, diminiſh, and dravy 
oft from their Duty Gol who are in the Right, as to the 
Orthodoxy and Catholiciſm of their Liturgick Miniſtrations. 
And this ſhews, | 
Secondly, What is the True Quality of his and your Deſire 
for what you call “ Peace and Union”, The Words « Peace 
« and Union”, are indeed charming and delighttul Words, 
and many, very many, have been ſadly drawn away and de- 
luded by the Pleaſure of their Empty Sound; by this alone, 
Multirudes have been ſtrongly cemented and united together 
in the Profeſſioa and Practice of moſt dangerous Errors; *tis 
needleſs to enumerate Particulars, the World is too full of In- 
ſtances, for us to want the Knowledge of this melancholy 
Truth. Our Buſineſs then, is exactly to diſtinguiſh, when- 
ever theſe charming Words are propos'd to allure us. The 
Unity of the Church is a MosT DesIrRaBLE Thing; but every 
Thing that's call'd ſo, is not that Unity; the true Means to 
procure it too, are highly commendable, but all the pretended 
or ſuppoſed Means attempted to bring it about, are not really 
valuable and praiſe-worthy : Men have their Miſtakes about 
the Nature of that Unity, and this frequently engages them 
in miſtaken .Means to promote it. A Leader and Guide of the 
Church ſhould not be miſtaken in either ; for if he is, his 
Guidance will be dangerous, and without ſome better Leader 
to direct, will plunge himſelf and his Followers in the moſt 
deplorable Separations and Diviiions from God and his Church. 
need not ſeek for any other Deſcription of the Unity of 
the Church, than that which you have given, and I have re- 
cited in the iſt d. of theſe Papers; and it is that Un'ty which 
obtain'd from the Beginning of the Goſpel of Chiilt to the 
Time of the Council of Nice, and long after; by which © 7 
17 8 « Catholick 
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* Catholick Church all over the World, was united in one Holy 
% Dodirn.ne, Diſcipline, and MANNER OF WORSHIP.” 
One of the Bonds and Ingredients then of this Unity, is, 
THAT MANNER OF WORSHIP, which obtain'd in 
the Primitive and Univerſal Church; That MANNER, was 
EXPRESS and Manifeſt in the Miniſtration of the four 
Neceſlary Ulages, as is evident by all the-Writings on our Side, 
particularly your own, and eſpecially your Collection of the 
Ancient Liturgies of the Chriſtian Church ; your and your Au- 
thor's Lelire, is, That this MANNER of Worſhip ſhould 
not be continued, but laid aſide ; his Treatiſe and your In- 
ſtrument demonſtrate this, to be the true QUaLitTy of your 
Deſire; and conſequently, your calling it a Deſire of Peace 
and Union, as it you meant the Unity of the Church, is the 
Miſtake of your now Meter Private JupemtxT; becauſe, to 
leave off the Primitive and Univerſal Church's Manxer or 
Worsmie, which was Express in the Miniſtration of thoſe four 
Neceſlury Ulages, and which was and is one of the Great Bonds 
of her Unity; is a Breach of that Unity itſelf, and ſo, no 
other than Diviſion from the Primitive and Univerſal Church; 
and if Moderns will make their Peace and Union to conſiſt in 
ſuch a Diviſion ; I pray God to deliver and preſerve us from 
ſuch a pretended Union : For, as you [when your Judgment 
was regulited, by the Judgment of the Primitive Catholick 
Church] have very judiciouſſy obſerv'd, that “ The Church 


« USAGES, which obtained at the Time of the Nicene Coun- 
« ct”; So, © we have” good Reaſon to believe, that it 
« NEVER CAN BE UNITED, but upon thoſe Principles 
| te aud USAGES”. [See my S I.]. The four Points are 
1 ſome of thoſe USA GES, and their EXPRESS MINT 
STRATION is the Primitive and Univerſal Church's 
i MANNER OF WORSHIP ; without the Expreſs Mini- 
if ſtration ot theie therefore, the Church never can be United ; 
„ and conſequently all Deſ;res and Attempts to reject and for ſake 
| ſuch their Miniſtration, are Delires and Attempts to break the 
i Unity of the Church. 

I! Third'y, As for your Concurrence with your Author, and 
ll, Thanks to him for © his Kindneſs to us” who you ſay © had 
| 


« been led into an Opinion of the Defeitiveneſs of the Eſtabliſbed 


[ “ Liturgy,” p. Xxxili. 
We have ſcen the Truth and Reality of your Endeavours 
5 with him, and of that which you call his“ Kindneſs”; for, 
| in the Reſult of Things, 'tis nothing but a drawing us off 
| from the Unity of the Primitive and Univerſal Church's Man- 
| ner of Worſ2ip ; and thereby dividing us from her Communion : 
| all 


« NEVER WAS UNITED but upon the Principles and 
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L973] 
and not only ſo, but cauling more Diviſions among ourſelves 
than we had before, and driving ſome of the People into Po- 

ry, by ſuch unſteady and inconſtant Guidance and Direction. 
A Man may mean KINDLY, When by Miſtake he gives his 
Neighbour Poiſon inſtead of a Cordial; his Officioulneſs 
would not be thank-worthy in ſuch a Cate, how much ſocver 
his kind Intention might plead for his Excule, and mitigate the 
Heinouſneſs of his fatal Error. But certainly, this Plea will not 
hold, in the Mis TAK Es of a Spiritual Phylician, in neceſſary 
Caſes; who muſt make ſure of his Cordial, and of it's being 
pure from all Malignity, before he preſume to adminiſter it; 
For, ſays God“ If the Prophet be DECEIVED when he 
« hath ſpoken a Thing, I the Lord” « will ſtreteh out 
« my Hand upon him, and will deſtroy him from the miſt of 
* my People Iſrael. And they ſhall bear the Puniſhment of their 


A 


— 


« Iniquity : The Puniſhment of the Proputr, ſhall be even as 


® the Puniſhment of him that skEKETu uUxTO Hu“, Ezekiel 
xiv. 9, 10. Which is exactly agreeable with the Threat of 
the moſt Meek and Loving Saviour of the World“ If the 
« Blind lead the Blind, both ſhall fall into the Ditch” St. Matth. 
xV. 14. The Juſtice and Equity of this, againſt Spiritual 
Guides, is highly reaſonable, becauſe © The Prieſts Lips ſhould 
© KEEP KNOWLEDGE” Mal. ii. 7, And againſt the People their 
blind Followers too, who have been in Poſſeſſion of the Truth, 
and ſuffer themſelves to be led aſtray from it; Becauſe * zo 
« him that knoweth to do good, and doth it not, to him it is 
„ SIN,” as the Holy Ghoſt by St. James has aflur'd us, St. 
James iv. 17. 


You ſay we were © Led” ; God be praiſed ſo we were, by 


our Infallible Leader, and our ſure uxnerrING GuiDEs, wit. 
Chriſt, and the Primitive and Univerſal Church ; *twas his 
Holy © Inſtitution; and her Conſtant * Praclice, for the firſ 
« 1500 Years and longer,” That in the Year 1717, pointed 
out, and made a plain Diſcovery of this Great Truth, that it 
is „ NECESSARY to put” the © Primitive and Catholick 
ages in PRACTICE,” which conliſts in REAL FACTS, 
Good Sir, not in meer tranſitory, uncertain, arbitrary, un- 
grounded Meanings and Intentions of poor frail Men, by Means 
which do not at all determine what the Intentions ſhould be; 
which Intentional Way of miniſtring in the Church is nothin 

but Popery and Fanaticiſm. [See pag. 4, 10, 11, and IN 
In Conſequence of this Glorious Diſcovery, and by the Lead- 
ing and Direction of the Primitive and Univerſal Church's 
« Manner oF Worznie ” in theſe neceſſary Inſtances, | which 
was EXPRESS,] our Church, by God's Grace, reitor'd their 
Practice by EXPRESS MINISTRATIONS; this is the Bleſling, 
| this 
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this the Happineſs, which we have comfortably enjoy d almoſt 
theſe 15 Years laſt paſt, to the Glory of God, and the Edifi- 
cation of his Church. Your Author and you, by the New 
Schemes of Private udgment, would draw us away from thus 
following our ſaid infallible Leader, and ſure RN Guides; 
your and his novel Diſcovery of the gloomy, nay dark Way 
of INTENTION, is propos'd as more preferable, than the glo- 
rious high Way of the manifeſt Practice of the Primitive and 
Univerial Church! You two or three Moderns, at 1700 Years 
Remove from Chriſt and his Apoſtles, are, with the Scheme; 
of your Private Fudgment, more ture and better Guides and 
Leaders, than the Primitive and Univerſal Church, with all 
her Acts and Monuments, and her Authentick Publick Litur- 
gies, can pretend to be! This is as great a Truth, as that the 
little Shine of a Glow-Worm in the Dark, is more bright, 
more glorious and more beneficial, than the all-illuminating, 
enlivening, invigorating Light of the Sun itſelf. 


S XXXII. Before I take my Leave of you, I muſt not 
omit to remind you and my Brethren once more ; that your 
Settied Fudgment concerning the Eſtabliſhed Liturgy, to the 
Uſe of which you have agreed to return, is very unaccount- 
able and altogether inconſiſtent, with a Conſcience that holds 
it to be ſufficiently perfect, for the Miniſtration of Liturgick 
Neceſlaries. | | 

I have, in the preceding Pages 15, 16, and 17 prov'd, that, 
you charge this Liturgy with Trimming, as to the Mixture, the 
Invocation, and Prayers for the Faithful Departed. 

I have in Page 12, ſhewn the Sint uncle of this hated Cha- 
racter; and indeed I never could find, that Trimming was 
ever look'd upon, by the Honeſt and Faithful Parr of Mankind, 
but, asa Thing of a moſt ſcandalous Nature; its peculiar Pro- 
perty is, to put on the Appearance of Evil, and in that Reſpet 
tis a direct Breach of that Canon of the Holy Ghoſt, which 
commands to © abſtain from all Appearance of Evil” 1 Theſ. 
v. 22. *Tis, [as in St. Peter's Caſe,] an unlawful, baſe Dis- 
« mulation, fearing them” who are in the Wrong, and there- 
fore a walking not 2 according to the Truth of the 
« Goſpel,” for which St. Faul “ withſtood him to the Face, 
Gal. ii. 11, 12, 13, 14. *Tis, in ſhort, a Crime of ſo infamous 
a Nature, that all Parties, how guilty ſoever of it, abhor rhe 
Imputation of it's notorious Diſhoneſty, as an intolerable Re- 
flection upon their Faichfulneſs and Integrity. Tis the Pro- 
pagator, Supporter, and Strengthner of Falſhood and Wrong, 
and conſequently depreſſes, diſcourages, and ex poſes to utter 
Lofts and Deſtruction, the ſincere Profeſſion of Truth and 


Righte- 
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Righteouſneſs, Honeſty and Faithfulneſs between Man and 
Man. When therefore my Imagination deſcribes to me a Prieſt 
who tells me that he believes the Great Neceilaries of Litur- 
gick Worſhip, and yet officiates by ſuch a Liturgy as he him- 
iclf affirms does Trim with regard to thoſe Neceflaries ; I 
cannot but look upon that Prieſt, ro Le then a Trimmer in his 
Miniſtration 3 becauſe, as is his Liturgy, to is his external Mi- 
niſtration thereby, by Reaſon of his actual Conformity to all 
its Forms and Terms; if they therefore are Trimming, he by 
modelling himſelf to them, makes thoie Trimming Forms and 
Terms to be his own ; ſpeaks, utters, acts, and does as they 
determine him; his Miniſtration is one with them, and they 
with it, and therefore his Miniſtration is Trimming too ; and con- 
ſequently guilty of all that Appearance of Evil,” that © Die. 
« mulation,” that © Walking not uprightly according to the 
« Truth of the 7, 266 that Propagation and Encouragement 
of Error, and Diſcouragement and Depreſſion of the Neceſlary 
Truths of God's moſt ſolemn Worſhip, and expoling them to 
be utterly loſt from among us; wherewith ſuch Trimmi 
as you accuſe the Eſtabliſh'd Liturgy of, is juſtly chargeable. 

To endeavour to excuſe this, [when it ſhall come to be 
your Caſe] by ſaying, that your previous Declaration of affix- 
ing an Orthodox Senſe upon the Trimming Forms and Terms, 
makes your Miniſtration to be Orthodox and not Trimming ; 
is a very great Fallacy, which I have already detected in Pages 
10, 11, and 12 of theſe Papers. | 

To which I add, That the Terms and Forms here, are none 
of yours; they are the Church and State of Englands Terms 
and Forms, and therefore not at your Diſpoſal to put upon 
them your Senſe and Meaning for Liturgick Worſhip. The 
Reaſon is Evident, becaule, the Church and State of England 
have given you no ſuch Authority ; as I have largely prov'd 
in my & XXI, p. 32, and forward. Beſides, if Private, Un- 
authorized Interpreters may affix their own Senſe and Mean- 
ing upon Publick Eſtabliſh'd Liturgies, and give thoſe their 
Meanings, the Force and Obligation of Church Worſhip, then, 
an Orthodox Liturgy may be interpreted into a Heterodox One, 
to ſerve Hereticks; and an Heretical Liturgy may be interpreted 
to be an Orthodox Liturgy for the Uſc of the Orthodox; nay, 
the very ſame Liturgy may be interpreted to be Orthodox and 
Heretical, according to the Humour and Fancy of the Ortho- 
dox or Heretical Prieſt, who ſhall miniſter thereby; and ſo 
Right and Wrong, Truth and Falſhood muſt be the tame 


Thing, at this Rate of Unauthoriz'd impoſing and affixing 


Arbitrary Senſes and Meanings upon the Words, Terms, and 
Forms of Publick Eſtabliſh'd Liturgies ; which is monſtrouſly 
| | ridiculous 
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ridiculous and abſurd. Vour Private Senſe and Meaning there- 
fore, tho' declar'd, leave you in the State you was before; and 
your Miniſtration by that Liturgy, muſt be of the very Nature 
and Quality of that Liturgy itſelf, which will not yield to 
your Private Interpretation, but ſtill muſt retain the Senſe and 
Meaning of the Church and State of England, whoſe Li- 
turgy it is; if then, the Forms and Terms thereof be [as you 
iy they are] in their Compoſure and Deſign, Trimming, 
then you, in the Uſe of them, muſt be Trimming too. 

But further, The Queſtion you'd Beg is not, cannot be 
granted; the Meanings you pretend to affix upon the Terms 
of that Liturgy, arc not Primitively Orthodox. 

Firſt, You have affix d no Orthodox Senſe, nor indeed any 
Senſe at all, of praying and offering for the Faithful Departed, 
upon any one ot the Petitions in that Liturgy; nay, through- 
out your whole Agreement from firſt to laſt, you ſeem ſtu- 
diouſſy and of ſet Purpoſe to avoid the very Words, PRAYER 
for the Dead, or PRAYER for the Faithful Departed; your 
Caution is fo Critical and Nice, that you are not ſo Orthodox 
as but once to expreſs thoſe OFFENSIVE WORDS, in all 
your Agreement. No, your whole affixing as to this Article, 
is juſt nothing at all, leaving it exactly as you found it before 
your Agreement ; for let any one view the 2d Article of your 
Agreement 1731, and the firſt of your final Agreement 1732, 
ich are both the {ame, and there he will find the ſaid Arti- 
cle and Agreement to be nothing but an Equivocation, where- 
in you agree no more than this, that one Prayer “ ſhall be 
« underſtood to be the ſame in Senſe” with another Prayer, and 
at the {ame Time you do not athx what is the Senſe of this 
other Prayer; nor have you and your Agreers the Courage in 

our Agreement, to declare that this other Prayer is at all a 
e tor the Dead, when you promiſe that That former 
Prayer ſhall be underſtood in the Senſe of this latter Prayer; 
fo that, in all this Article there is not the leaſt Proviſion, ſo 
much as to underſtand, that any one Petition is, or ſhall be a 
Prayer for the Dead. But in the whole Reſult of the Matter, 
this your Article of Agreement terminates in no more than a 
Promite, that one Prayer for the Living only, ſhall be under- 
ſtood in the ſame Senſe with another Prayer for the Living 
only; both the Prayers being no other than ſuch Prayers, as I 
have largely prov'd in Pages 21, 26, 27, 28. 44 to 51. of 
theſe Papers, wherein the Equivocation of this Article mani- 
feſtly appears. 

Secondly, You have not in all your Agreement declar'd or 
affix d any Orthodox Senſe, upon any one Part of the Eſtabliſh'd 
Liturgy, for the Fact, or ſo much as but InTenTionN of 


offering 
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offering to God the Father, the Sacnirice of Chriſt's 
REPRESENTATIVE Boby AND BLOOD; your whole zd Article 
of 1731, or 2d Article of 1732, which are the fame, affix- 
ing nothing but the Declaration of an Intention to offer Un- 
conſecrated Elements, which at the Time of offering them, 
are not in any Reſpect whatſoever the Repreſentative Body and 
Blood of Chriſt; all which I have prov'd againſt this Arti- 
cle, pag. 23. 29. 30. Fl. 52. 

irdly, Your Agreement for a Private Mixture, is not Or- 
thodox, becauſe not agreeable with the Inſtitution: | and beſides 
the Reaſons I have given againſt it p. 39, &c.] there is no Li- 
turgick Act either of Ruprick to command, or of Addreſs to 
God in Prayer, obliging the Performance thereof; ſo that the 
Whole of this, depending upon nothing but the frail Memory 
of a fallible Man, by reaſon of its Privacy, leaves the Con- 
oregation in a State of Uncertainty, as to the Reality of the 
Mixture, and is therefore not the Orthodoxy of the Primitive 
and Univerfal Church in this Matter, which wanted of no 
Security to the Faithful, for the Certainty of this or any other 
Neceſſaries of Liturgick Worſhip. 

Fourthly and Laſtly, As to the Invocation, tho' you declare 
that in the Petition Hear us, &c. the Church [which muſt be 
the Church of England] Intends-——to pray God to Bleſs aud 
Sanctiß by his Holy Spirit the Elements | See your 4th Article 
1731, and your 3d Article 1732, which are the fame z] yet 
here you are deficient, firſt in attempting to ſhew the Church 
of England's Intention, which ſhe has not herſelf ſhew'd to 
you in any of her Publick Acts; nor has ſhe given you any 
Authority to interpret her Words © Hear us, c. to the 
| Senſe of any ſuch Intention; ſecondly you here fall ſnort be- 
cauſe, the Words Hear us, c. pray for nothing but a Bleſng 
upon the Receivers in their very Act of Receiving, but not 
one Word of a Bleſſing upon the Elements themſelves; thirdly 
your Declaration is Detective as to its Orthodoxy, becauſe it 
terminates upon nothing but an undiicover'd, unknown, un- 
authoriz d Intention, without coming to the Reality of Matter 
of Fact, which is but a Popiſn Fanatical Way of Intention, 
and is therefore Unorthodox, becauſe it intends to effect by 
Inſuſficient Means; and laſtly it falls ſhort in its Orthodoxy, be- 
cauſe it does not provide, that Prayer ſhall expreſiy be put up to 
God, to make the Bread and Cup, to BE the Body and Blood 
of Chriſt, which the Inſtitution requires they ſhou'd BE, and 
which the Liturgies of the Primitive and Univerſal Church do 
. pray that they may B E. | 
Jour declared Senſe and Meanings therefore thus attempred 
to be affixed by you, on the Terms and Forms of the Eſta- 


liſh'd 
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bliſwd Liturgy of the Church and State of England, witlion: 
any Authority given you by them for that Purpoſe ; and your 
faid Arbitrary Unauthoriz d Senſe and Meanings not having the 
Orthodoxy of the Primitive and Univerſal Church ; you are 
lefr deſtitute of ail Subterfuges and Pretences whatſoever, 
whereby to palliate your Miniſtrations by That Liturgy, fo 1; 
to render 'em any other than of the very ſame Quality with 
that Liturgy itſelf, as it ſtands eſtabliſh'd by the Church and 
State of England, diſtinct and ſeparate from ſuch your Mean- 
ings ; and therefore [as I have largely prov'd p. 26, &c.] that this 
Liturgy excludes the Mixture, Prayers for the Dead, the Invo- 
cation, and great Chriſtian Sacrifice ; ſo, when you miniſter 
thereby, you cannot in Fact (be your Meanings what they will) 
avoid excluding them too, and if [as you ſay] this Liturgy is 
a Trimming Liturgy in the Inſtances you mention, then it 
muſt follow, that the Prieſt who entertains this Notion ot 
its Trimming, and miniſters thereby, will be a Trimming 
Prieſt, becauſe as is his Liturgy, ſo is the Prieſt in his Miniſtra- 
tion who officiates thereby, [otherwiſe a Prieſt may miniſter 
by any Liturgy whatſoever, and be fafe] And thus he wil 
verify the old Obſervation of the Nature of a Trimmer, that 
though he has Truth in his Underſtanding, and trequently upon 
the Tip of his Tongue, yet he demonſtrates his want of In- 
tegrity, by the Inconſiſtency and Contrariety of the Error of 
his outward Compliances. God Grant us all ſuch Knowledge 
of his Truths, and Perſeverance and Firmneſs in the Profeſſion 
and Practice of them, as that we may never incur the fearful 
Guilt of this or any other ſuch-like heavy Imputation ; this is 
the hearty Prayer of him, who formerly rejoic'd in ſubſcribing 
himſelf what now our own Alteration prohibits him to ſub- 
ſcribe, and who is however in all Sincerity and Chriſtian Cha- 
rity, [at the Writing of this, ſadly bewailing the Deſolations 
and Diviſions of the Church, occaſion'd by thoſe, from whom 
better Things were formerly hoped and expected] 


Reverend Sir, 
Your Humble Servant tn the Truths of e5us, 


O—_ — 


A CAUTION to the OxTHopox Larry. 


My Dear Brethren, . | 


„Have in theſe Papers F I. pointed out to you, 
1 . in General, what are ow Terms of that 
Sy Unity which prevaild in the Primitive Ca- 
I KS] tholick Church; and without which the 
5 "ES: Church Never can BER Unitep.” 5 
I have in 5 II. laid out before you, The 
2 15 Cuuncn Acrs of our Orthodox Spiritual Fa- 
thers, who, aſſembled with their Clergy [after ſeveral Con- 
terences and Debates of all Parties $ pro and con in Aſſemblies 
conven'd. for that Purpoſe, and after inviting all their other 
Brethren Collegues in England, to meet them, in their Laſt 
Aſſembly, to which they refus d to come] did, in the Year 
1717, come to a Determination, [not upon meer Private Fudg- 
ment, but led thereto by our Saviour's Inſtitution and the 
Practice of the Primitive and Univerſal Church, ] to put in 
Practice the four Primitive and | Catholick Uſages, which are 
ſome of the GREAT NECESSARIES, of the moſt folemn 
Worſhip of the Chriſtian Church. 78, 
In the ſame Section I have alſo ſhew'd you, that they made 
' Proviſion for this Practice of thoſe Neceſſaries, by appointin 
the Exexess MinisTRATION, of them, and then form'd an 
eſtabliſh'd a full and compleat Liturgy, containing the ſame 
Exexess MiNISTRATION, as the Primitive and Univerſal Church 
uſed and practiſed. Pais 5 
You have by numerous Excellent Pieces printed and publiſhed, 
been fully inſtructed in the Nece/ity of theſe Primitive Catho- 
lick Uſages, and more eſpecially, by an unanſwerable Book 
entitled, The Neceſſity of an Alteration ; wherein, the Learned 
Author has fully prov d, that tis Neceſlary to alter the Eſta- 


bliſh'd Litur . = . wv 
You rows, Al fully inform'd, by Dr. Brett's Collection of 


d, b 
Liturgies, that the Primitive and niverſal Church, ¶ the beſt 
Evidence of the Neceſlaries of Publick Worſhip ;] did con- 
ſentiently worſhip God, by EXPRESSLY MINIST RING thoſe 
F 


Neceſſary 


2 


ACTS of our Spiritual Fathers. 
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Neceſſary Uſages which were reſtor by the ſaid CHURCH 


RA A 


* 


I have from p. 7, to p. 10, ſhew'd you, that theſe Expreſe 


Miniſtrations of our Church, in Communion and Conformi 
with the Primitive and Univerſal Church, are exactly agreeable 
to the very Nature of our Chriſtian Religion, the Inſtitution of 
the Goſpel Prieſthood, the Indiſpenſible Command of the Holy 
ho arid to the Glory of God, and the Editication of hi; 
urch. ; 
But in Oppoſition to all this, Contrivances have been form- 
ing, and Private Schemes propos'd, and alter'd from Time to 


Time, for about three Years laſt paſt, to draw us off from the 


Expreſs Miniſtration of theſe Neceſſary Primitive Uſages; to hy 
the FACTS of them aſide, under pretence, that the Eſtabliſh'4 
Liturgy wants no Alterations, but only ſome declared MEAN- 
TINGS AND INTENTIONS, to ſupply its Defects; and that 
therefore, we ſhould return to the Uſe of that Liturgy, without 
altering a Tittle of it, and be content with ſuch declar'd Mean- 
ings and Intentions in the Uſe of it, tho' one of theſe yery 
Propoſers affirms, that it is a TRIMMING LITURGY. - Ac- 
cordivgly, three of them have made a Private Agreement with 
two of ours, upon this Unaccountable Scheme; which they 
have done in 4 clandeſtine Way, without any ſuch valid Autho- 
rity as they pretend to, without any free Conference and De- 
bates in Aſſemblies of the Clergy on both Sides of the Quel- 
tions ; and without inviting their Brother Colle here in 
Town, to a free Conference, Debate, and Confultation with 


them, but indeed actually refuſing him; which makes their 


clandeſtine Agreement to be NO CHURCH ACT, but a Pri- 
vate Cabal, and no ways binding or obliging to the Church in 
any Reſpect whatſoever ; and in Truth, gheir very Paper Agree- 
ment fign'd by them this Year, does not ſo much as pretend 
to lay any Injunction at all upon the Prieſts or the People, not 
are its Articles themſelves Orthodox, in their Declaration and 
Agreement. MET OLE Ws 
In Conſideration of all which, and that you may not be 
mov d from your Stedtaſtneſs, by ſuch Examples; | 
L have in p. 10, ſhew'd you the Fallacy and Binfulneſs of 
this Novel Fancy of ſupplying the Defects of Miniſtrations by 
the DECLARED INTENTION of the Officiating Prieſt; 
and in p. 12 I have alſo ſhew'd you the Wickedneſs of a 
TRIMMING Liturgy. 
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The firſt, 
Chiefs, but rejected by their Presbyters upon Account of its 


dox declared Senſe and Meanings upon the Terms and Forms of 


I have from p. 25 to p. 32, ſhew'd you, that the Church 
of England herſelf in Convocation under King Charles the Se- 
cond, has rejected all the four Uſages; and by her Publick Acts 
demonſtrates, that they are not provided for in her preſent 
Liturg y. : : 25 

From p. 32 to p. 39, you ſee plainly expos'd, the Fallacy of 
Dr. 5 — s and his Subſcribers Claim to a Legal Authority, 
as given them by the Church of Ezgland, to explain that 
Church's Liturgy, and to affix their Senſe and Meaning upon 
the Terms and Forms thereof ; wherein I have prov'd, that 
they never had any ſuch Authority committed to them, or 
any one of them. 1 | 

From p. 39, and forward, I have uncover'd the Fallacies, and 


ſhew'd the Inſufficiency, and indeed the Unorthodoxy, of Dr. 


Bs and his Subſcribers Clandeſtine Agreement, in every 
one of its Article. of 

From p. 63, I have travers'd the Doctor's forward and back- 
ward Steps, his various Turnings and Windings, his Irreſolution 
and Inconſtancy, his Intricacies and Inconſiſtencies, wherein he 
has involv'd! himſelf, in the Courſe of his Endeayours, to draw 
us off from our Exyrzss'Manxer of worſhipping God, in the 
Unity of the Primitive and Univerſal Church. 
You ſee in p. 76, his and his Authors two Schemes, which 
they call Inſtruments of Union, in the. Years 1731, and 1732. 
to by the Doctor, and ſome of the other 


being an InjunRion impos d upon them; the Latter, of this 
Year, ; a; Private Clandeſtine Agreement among the Five, dif 
rob d, ſtripp'd, and naked of all its Formalitics, and Shews of 
Authority, not venturing” to enjoin any one of its Articles, 
never Nebated upon, weigh'd and contider'd, pro and con, 
in any free Aſſembly of the Clergy gather d together for ſo 
weighty an Affair; and therefore No Cuuxcn Act, or any 
thing like it 3 and yet, under the Roſe, Lam aſſur'd, tis drawn 
up upon the Principle of the Agreers being Authoriz d thereto 

by the Preface to the Book of —— Prayer, {which I have 
largely confuted p. 3a, Gc.] tho' at the ſame Time they dare 
not in their laſt Agreement, write down their Claim to this 
pretended Authority. Laſtly, I have proy'd upon the Doctor, 
that when he ſhall leave off miniſtring Expreſly the great Ne- 
ceſſaries ot the Euchariſtick, Service, and return to the Ule of 
that which he himſelf characterizes to be a Trimming Li- 
turgy, he will ſtand chargeable with the heavy Imputation of 


being a Trimmer himſelf in ſo doing, notwithſtanding the 


VAIN PLEA of his having affixed his own pretended Ortho- 
That 


[84] 


That Liturgy, which very Senſe and Meanings themſelves are 
not conformable to the Orthodoxy of the Primitive and Uni. 
verſal Church. [See p. 76, &c.] 


Thus you have Preſervatives againſt the Bad Conſequences 
of their Reading, in any of your Congregations, their ſaid 
PRIVATE BARGAIN OR AGREEMENT whereby they may 
endeavour to induce you, by their Example, to come into the 
ſame, or elſe to impoſe it upon you as an INJUNCTION 
OF THE CHURCH, when in Truth and Reality tis no ſuch 
Thing; no, nor ſo much as but the Shadow of it. 

Beſides its being No Church Act, our two who have ſub- 
ſcrib'd thereto, have done it in ſuch a Manner, as amounts to 
a Breach of the UNITY of the College of Catholick Biſhops ; 
for, The GREAT NECESSARIES ot God's moſt ſolemn Wor- 


ſhip, are the Concern of the whole Catholick Church, becauſe, 


every Member thereof has a Right and Intereſt in them, in 
every Nation and Country whatſoever, the Body of the Church 
being but One Body throughout all Nations; and therefore, 
every Catholick Biſhop, of what Nation ſoever, has the Right 
of GUARDIANSHIP, to ſecure thoſe GREAT NECESSA- 
RIES, for the Benefit of every Member of that Body : This 
cannot be deny'd, without throwing off and reje&ing Epiſco- 
pacy itlelf : Conſequently, in all Conſultations, whether thoſe 
GREAT NECESSARIES ſhall be miniſter'd yea or no, as the 
Primitive and Univerſal Church always miniſter'd them, it is 
the Unalienable Right of a Catholick Biſhop [of any Nation] 
reſiding among the Conſulters, to be invited to their Conſul- 
tations, to have the full Freedom and Liberty of "Arguing and 
Debating with them, in Defence of ſuch Miniſtration of thoſe 
GREAT NECESSARIES, and even to hold to, retain, and 
ſupport them, in Oppoſition to the very Majority of Votes 
againſt him, if ſuch an unrighteous Majority d happen ; 
the Great St. Athanaſms's adhering to and ſupporting the Ne- 
ceſſary Article of the Proper Godhead of the Son, in Oppo- 
ſition to the yaſt Majority of Votes in numerous Council 
againſt him, being a flagrant Inſtance of this RIGHT TO 
UPHOLD the Neceſſary Truths of Chriſtianity ; and the 
GREAT NECESSARIES of God's moſt Solemn Worſhip [when 
and where they can be had] being equally Binding and 
Obliging, with the very Articles of our Chriſtian Faith. Our 
two Subſcribers, [eſpecially Dr. B=——f,] very well know, 
that, they whom they privately agreed with, did actually re- 
fuſe any Conſultation with a certain Catholick Collegue re- 
ſiding among them; our two Subſcribers do as certain) 
know, that they all owe to his Concurrence and Aſſiſtance. 
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whatſoever Spiritual Authority they may juſtly claim, when 
they are in the Right ; our two Subſcribers cannot, muſt not, 
deny that he was of their own Bench and Communion ; and 
that he enter'd his Proteſt in Form againſt their Diſorderly 
proceedings; (and that another, now deceaſed, did the ſame ) 
they well know that theſe are the very Words of the Proteſt 
of their aid now living Collegue, viz. 


To the - — B57 , * L. D. 
« Hereas I am inform'd that you are now come to 
« London, in order to treat about and conclude a 


Coalition with our old Friends the other Non-jurors ; I do 
« therefore hereby declare and proteſt againſt your carrying 
« on and finiſhing the ſame Coalition, without the Advice, 
« Concurrence and Conſent of the reſt of your Collegues the 
« Biſhops met together with yu and your Presbyters. And 
« I delire this may be regiſtred amongſt the Acts of our 
Church. Witneſs my Hand at London the 29th Day of Zune, 
« 1731. 


Sign'd in the Preſence of us 51 — ——. 
—— - 
— * 


And Laſtiy, they know, that, diſregarding this Proteſt, and 
diſowning, or, which is the fame, rejecting the SACRED 
RIGHT of their ſaid Brother Collegue, he the ſaid Dr. B—# 
was the only one of ours, who form d their Private Agreement 
in Perſonal Conſult with Mr. H G, and Dr. R R, two Enemies 
of our Orthodox Miniſtrations —and only by Epiſtolary Corre- 
ipondence with their third Mr. G S-; and that our Mr, 
JB, never was perſonally preſent at any Church Conference 
or Debates pro and con, about this Matter; but was drawn 
in, to fign the Clandeſtine Agreement, only by a private Epiſto- 
lary Correſpondence, and this in a direct Inconſiſtency with 
his Holy Reſolution made known laſt Year, in no lets than 
three Letters, the Particulars whereof you have in p 66 and 67, 
trom all which are manifeſt, the Uneccleſiaſtical Wealneſs, the 
Unauthoritative Nature, and the diyiding Quay of this Un- 
precedented, Novel, Little, Obſcure Manner of Proceeding ; and 


the Unorthodoxy and Breach of Union with the Primitive and 
Univerſal Church, in the MATTER and Conclution of it. 
What then remains, but that you and I, and all of us, who 
have any remaining Love and Zeal for the Neceſſary Truths 
vt our moſt Holy Religion, ſhould . Gird up the Lois of our 
F 3 
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*s Mind ” [1 Pet. 1. 13.] For, « Behold” 


* Prieſt, is over 2 in all Matters of the Lord 


« the Chief 


« alſo” His Subordinates “ ſhall be Officers before you. Deal 
&* Couragiouſly, and the Lord ſhall be with the Go. [2 Chron, 
. 

We have been in full Poſſeſſion of the manifeſt Truths of 
Chriſt; let us not turn our Backs upon, and forſake them 
We have receiv'd our EXPRESS MINISTRATIONS from the 
Primitive and Univerſal Church, the ſure Conveyancer of our 
very Bibles to us]; let us not exchange them Sacrilegiouſly, for 
the little, petty Inventions of two or three Modern ſingular 
Private 1 for, at this Rate, we 15 conſequently 
part with our Bibles too, as is fadly experienc'd in the Church 
of Rome, by giving heed to ſuch Novel Fanciful Innovations! 
Our Spiritual Fathers Solemn Catholick Orthodox CHURCH 
ACT, dutifully reſtor'd and eſtabliſh'd thoſe neceſſary expreſ; 
Miniſtrations, to the Glory of God, and the Edification of his 
People, and thereby brought us into the Unity of the Primi- 
tive and Univerſal Church ; ſhall we then ſeparate ourſelves 
from that ſaving Union and Fellowſhip, by letting fall and de- 

arting from HER UNDOUBTED, SAFE, AND SURE 
MANNER OF WORSHIP, which was one of the very Bonds 
and Ligaments of her Unity? God forbid, “ Tell is not in 
« Gath! Fubliſh it not in the Streets of Askelon” ! 2 Sam. i. 
20. For, © no ſuch Thing ought to be done in [our Spiritual] 
e Iſrael. 2 Sam. xiii. 12. 

No Church or Paſtors whatſoever, have or can have any 
Rightful Claim to our following them, in ſuch their Deſertions 
of Catholick Unity ; for, if they had, it would be Duty to 
break the Unity of the Church, which is a monſtrous Ab- 
ſurdity, and a direct Oppolition to the whole Tenor of the 
Chriſtian Diſpenſation. When they therefore challenge our 
following and adherence to them, we muſt examine their Pre- 
tenſions, and not lazily and blindly, with a _— Implicit Faith, 
ſwallow their Novel Abſurdities ; for, the Holy Ghoſt has made 
it our Indiſpenſible Duty, to Believe not every Spirit, but 
to © try the Spirits, whether they are of God.” 1 John iy. 1. 
To * Prove”, [that is to try and ſtrictly examine] “ all 
* Things” and to“ HOLD FAST that which is good” 1 Thel. 
v. 21. To © mark them who cauſe Diviſions and Offences, 
« contrary to the DOCTRINE WHICH YE HAVE 
LEARNED ; and” to «© AVOID THEM” Rom. xvi. 17. 
Theſe are Duties enjoin'd ye by the Holy Ghoſt, who. binds 


them upon the Conſciences of the Laicks as well as of the 


Clergy; and therefore, even Laicks are anſwerable to God, for 
the Breach of theſe neceſſary Duties incumbent on . 
| | | Th 
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"Tis true, that ſome may be apt to expoſtulate, how ſhould 
we poor ignorant Laicks be furniſh'd with Parts and Abili- 
ties for this grout Work of Trying, Examining, Marking, and 


Avoiding ! But, this ſeeming Difficulty is eally ſolv'd, by one 
Conſideration, that the Pretence of Ignorance and want of 
Abilities, would not ſtand thoſe Laicks in ſtead, when St. John 


them ; for, thoſe Laicks had been before taught and inſtructed 
by the Apoſtles in the NECESSARY DOCTRINES AND 
PRACTICES of Chriſtianity ; as is manifeſt in thoſe very 
Epiſtles, See at your Leiſure the iſt Epiſtle of St. ohn, Chap. 
i. verſ. 1, 2, 3. Chap. ii. verſ. 7, 13, 14, 20, 21, 27. 1 
Theſſ. i. 5, 6, 7, 8. Chap. ii. 9, 13. And Rom. xvi. 17. 
All which do evidently prove, that thoſe Laicks were then in 
Poſſeſſion of the Knowledge of the Truth, and that therefore 
the Holy Ghoſt laid upon them no inſupportable Burden, when 
he commanded them to Try, Examine, Mark, and Avoid ; and 
then to © HOLD FAST THAT WHICH IS GOOD; For, 
« unto whom ſoever much is given, of him ſhall be much re- 
« quired,” ſays our Bleſſed Saviour [St. Lake xii. 48.] And 
this is your very Caſe ; you have been fully Taught and In- 
ſtructed by your Spiritual Fathers, in the GREAT NECES- 
SARIES of God's moſt folemn Worſhip; they have given you 
full Information of That SURE RULE, by which if we 
would all walk, we ſhould have no more Diviſions amon 

Chriſtians ; that Rule is, The Holy Scripture as interpret 

by the Conſentient Doctrine and Practice of the Primitive and 
Univerſal Church; This Rule demonſtrates, the EXPRESS 
MINISTRATION of thoſe Great Neceſſaries, as is Evident in 
the Collection of Primitive Liturgies long ſince publiſh'd for 
your Inſtruction ; you have by God's Bleſſing been in Poſſeſſion 
of their EXPRESS MINISTRATION for a conſiderable 
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Church's MANNER OF WORSHIP ; her Manner of Worſhip 
was one of the Bonds of her Unity; you therefore by uniting 
in this her manner of Worſhip, are in Union and Communion 
with her; this is indeed . Unity of the Spirit, as being 
maniteſtly agreeable to the Command of the Holy Ghoſt, wha 
expreſly enjoins, that the Miniſtrations of the Chriſtian Church, 
ſhould be of ſo manifeſt a Nature, as that God may be thereby 
glorified and the People edified, as I haye largely prov'd from 
P. 7, and forward in theſe Papers. : 

Thus you have long had, and now have in your Poſſeſſion, 
the Primitive and Univerſal Church's Sure Rule, in HER 
MANNER OF WORSHIP ; hold faſt to this, and you have 
the Standard by which to try all Modern Pretenders — who 

a | "FR. e 


and St. Paul, by the Holy Ghoſt, laid thoſe Injunctions upon 


Number of Years: This is the Primitive and Univerſal 


88 
would impoſe upon you their Terms and Forms of Worſpip, 
By this you may try the Popiſh Innovations, and the Fana- 
tical Inventions, which the meer Private Fudgment of Fanciful 
Men have introduced in the Publick Worſhip of God ; and 
hereby you may eaſily ſee thorough the thin Fallacies of thoſe 
Declared Meanings and Intentions, which are now endeayour'd 
to be impos'd upon you, as ſufficient to make Miniftrations 
Compleat and Orthodox, when the FACTS THEMSELVES 
of thoſe Miniſtrations, are not the Facts of the Orthodox Mi- 
niſtrations of the Primitive and Univerſal Church. 

Theſe Inventers of new Schemes will tell you, they are 
the fame Men ſtill, and that they have not parted with one 
of their Orthodox Principles as to the four Points; but this 
is a Covering too thin for their Nakedneſs : The Facts of the 
Orthodox Miniſtrations themſelves were commitred to their 


Truſt, they are the manifeſt Facts which 'tis their Duty to 


miniſter ; Theſe Facts are Part of their Stewardſhip ; with 
theſe Facts they are to glorify God and feed the Church; they 
lay alide and drop Theſe Facts; therefore in Fact they are not 
the ſame Men, let their Principles be what they will; nay 
more, if their Principles are the ſame with the Articles of the 
Agreement of 1732, they are not Orthodox in their Princi- 
ples neither ; for, thoſe Articles themſelves are not Orthodox ; 
as may be ſeen p. 39 to 54, 78 to 80. | 
And upon the beſt Suppoſition, if in their Hearts they are 
as Orthodox as before, yet the Facts of their Miniſtrations upon 


their Novel Scheme being not Orthodox, muſt denominate 


what the Men are in thoſe Miniſtrations, namely in Fact not 
Orthodox. 

This puts me in Mind of St. Fames's Expoſtulation with 
ſome who in his Days valued themſelves upon the Orthodoxy 
of their Principles, and whoſe Practice in Fact was not agree- 
able with that pretended Orthodoxy ; fays he, What doth it 
&« profit, my Brethren, though a Man ſay he hath Faith, and 
% have no Works, can Faith ſave him? If a Brother or Siſter be 
e naked, and deſtitute of daily Food, and one of you ſay unto 
« them, Depart in Peace, be you warmed and filled, notwith- 
& ſtanding you give them not thoſe Things which are needful to 
« the Body; what doth it profit? Even ſo Faith if it have not 
« Works, is dead, being alone. St. James ii. 14, 15, 16, 17. 
Which in a Spiritual Senſe is all verified with Reſpe& to the 
Church's Spiritual Wants and Neceſſicies; and theſe Mens Naked 
and Starving Miniſtrations in the Euchariſtick Service, with 
all their declared Senſes and Meanings of © be you warmed and 
« filled,” notwithſtanding they give her not thoſe Things 
Which are NEEDFUL to the Soul. What doth TR 
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yen ſo his Orthodox Notions, if they have not the Works 
of Orthodox Miniſtrations, are dead being alone. Yea [as 
the fame Apoſtle again argues] a Man may ſay, Thou haſt 
« Faith and I have Works, ſhew me thy Faith without thy 
« Works, and I will ſhew thee my Faith by my Works” 
« But wilt thou know, O vain Man, that. Faith without Works 
« is dead.” For, as the Body without the Spirit is dead, 
« ſo Faith without Works is dead alſo.” Verſes 18, 20, 26. In 
like Manner a Pricſt whoſe Facts of miniſtring are Orthodox, 
may ſay to one of theſe Prieſts, < Thou haſt Orthodox Prin- 
« ciples, and I have in Fact Orthodox Miniſtrations ; ſhew me 
« thy Orthodox Principles. without thy Facts of Orthodox 
« Miniſtrations, and I will ſhew thee my Orthodox Princi- 
« ples, by my Facts of Orthodox Miniſtrations.” *« But 
« wilt thou know, O vain Man, that Orthodox Principles 
« without the Facts of Orthodox Miniſtrations are Dead.” — 
« For as the Body without the Spirit is dead, ſo [in Liturgick 
« NECESSARIES] Orthodox Principles of the Prieſt, with- 
% out the Facts of Orthodox Miniſtrations, are dead alſo;“ 
Dead in the Prieſt himſelf, becauſe they Operate nothing in 
him, to make the Facts of his Miniſtrations anſwerable to 
his pretended Beliet- And Dead to the Church, becauſe, 
his Miniſtrations give her NO MORE IN FACT, than do 
the Miniſtrations of thoſe Prieſts who are the proteis'd Enz- 
mies to his pretended Orthodox Principles. In ſhort, theſe 
his Principles are Dead to himſelf and to the Church, be- 
cauſe the Whole of his Miniſtration [with all his Profeſſion 
of Orthodoxy, and Declaration of Senſes, Meanings, and In- 
tentions] is in REAL MATTER OF FACT, exactly the tame, 
without any the leaſt Difference in the Notorious Facts, with- 
out any the leaſt Variation from the very Reality of the Mi- 
niſtration, of the moſt known Enemies and Oppolers of the 
GREAT NECESSARIES of our Euchariſtick Worſhip : Juſt 
as the Declared Faith of the Church of Rome, [that her Laicks 
muſt, in the Euchariſtick Miniſtration, receive the Body ani 
Blood of Chriſt, ] is dead to herſelf and her Laicks too, when 
in Fact ſhe Attempts to give them BOTH, by the Detective 
Miniſtration of but one Kind only, when ſhe Sacrilegiouſly 
IN FACT robs them of the Cup: For, Meanings and Inten- 
tions, how publickly ſoever declared, are not Facts — they 
cannot Spiritually feed and nouriſh the Church of God 
No—She muſt be fed and nouriſh'd by the Real Uniophilti- 
cated FACTS of entire Orthodox Sacerdqtal Miniſtrations, as 


Chriſt commanded, and his Pure Primitive Church always 
practiled, 15 


| „Remember 
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Remember this, and ſhew yourſelves Men . « f. 
« member the former Things of Old.” Iſa. xlvi. 8, 9. 
« Thus ſaith the Lord, Stand ye in the Ways, and ſee and 
« ask for the OLD PATHS, where is the good Way, an 
« WALK THEREIN, and ye ſhall find Reſt for your 
« Souls,” Jer. vi. 16. 


In this Good Way, in theſe Old Paths, you have been happily 
walking almoſt theſe 15 Years laſt paſt, in the Bleſſed Com. 
munion and Fellowſhip of the Glorious Company of the Apo- 
ſtles, the Noble Army of Martyrs, and of the Primitive and 
Univerſal Church throughout all the World; your Deſerters 
themſelves cannot deny it; Oh then turn not aſide from it, 
either to the Right Hand or to the Left, leſt ye walk in Dark. 
neſs, and ſo ſtumble and fall. | 

Conſider what has been ſaid, and the Lord give ye Under. 
ſtanding in all Things. 


J am, 
Your Affectionate Brot her, 
Friend and Servant, 
In the Great Truths of the Bleſſed sus, 


London, July 12. | — _— 
1732. 
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Have, ſince finiſhing my Obſervations on the 
Burial Prayer, from þ. 44, to þ. 51, found, 
the Common Prayer Book of King Charles 
the Firſt, «© Imprinted at London by Robert 
« Barker, Printer to the King's Moſt F.xcellent 
« Majeſty, and by the Aſſigus of Jahn Bill, 
© Mocxxxi, cum Privilegio. In the Burial 
Office of this Book, in the Prayer “ Almighty God, with 
« whom do live, &c.“ the Thankſgiving ſtood thus 


Ve give thee hearty Thankes for that it hath pleaſed thee 
« to deliver this N. our Brother out of the Miſeries of this 
« ſinfull World” Then follows the Petition, 
« Beſeeching thee” [as in the preſent Book, and then 
follows] © that we with THIS OUR BROTHER, AND 
« AL OTHER departed in the true Faith of thy Holy 
6 A may have our perfect Conſummation, &c. (as 
NOW. 


Here 'tis remarkable, that this is the Book which was re- 
view'd by the Convocation of 1662; they ſaw the Words 
above, which I have put in large Capitals, and that the Con- 
junction AND connected the Departed ſo with the Living, as 
that ſome might interpret the Departed to be pray'd for with 
the Living; this Convocation was ſo exactly Critical in their 


Review, that they chang'd the Words, and threw out the 


Conjunction AND, inſtead whereof they made the Petition, 
as now, | 


« That we with all thoſe that are departed N. 
** may have our perfect Conſummation, &c.“ 


This 


2 


921 


This Act of the Convocation diſapproving That Petition 
with the Conjunction AND, as they found it in the ſaid 
Book of King Charles the Firſt, and ſo altering and changin 
the Petition, as that the Conjunction AND, which connect] 
the Departed with the Living, ſhould now no longer be found 
therein, is a manifeſt Proof of their great Care to throw out 
of the Buriaf Office, whatſoever might be look d upon as 4 
Determinate Prayer for the Departed; which is an Additional 
Proof to what I have ſaid before [from p. 44 to 51.] that the 


Burial Petition, as it now ſtands, is no Determinate Prayer for 
the Dead. 


Dr. B 's High Commendation of his Author's Labour 
and Delire to procure Union ; and the Opinion ſome in the 
North have taken up, that he is a great Healer! and Maker- 
up of our Breaches ! And that his Endeavours would certainly 
produce that Noble Effect, if they were not oppos'd and ob- 
ſtructed by Evil-minded Men, do oblige me to expoſe the true 
Nature of that ſuppos'd Balſam, wherewith he pretends to 
Heal us! that they who are not acquainted with its Real 
Qualities, may have a juſt Knowlege of em, and not be car- 
ry'd away with falſe Appearances; [tho' I think I have done 
this ſufficiently for the Unprejudic d, already, in Pages 63, 
64, 65, 70 to 75.) 

I believe it will be acknowledg'd, by all [who rightly con- 
ſider,] That the UNITY of the Church does not conſiſt in 
being meerly gather'd together into One Place; St. Paul has 
fully convinc'd us of this, by his Charge of Schiſms and Di- 
wVi/.0ns among the Corinthians, who therefore CAME TOGE- 
THER, not for the © Better, but for the Worſe,” 1 Cor. xi. 17, 
18. The Great NECESSARY TRUTHS of Chriſtianity, 
ought ſurely to be the BONDS and Ligaments of this Unity ; 
and 'ris to be hoped that the Great Neceſſary Truths of Chril- 
tian PUBLICK WORSHIP, are ſome of thoſe Bonds of 
Union ; our Lord himſelf has determin'd this, by his UN- 
ALTERABLE RULE, that they who Worſhip God, © muſt 


 « Worſhip him in — TRUTH [St. John iv. 23]; yes, and in 


manifeſt Truth too, not in ſuch dark Shadows as the Jewiſh 
Rites were; much leſs, in the Darker Ways of Popiſh and Fa- 
natical Intention, by Means, not expreſſive of, or determining 
what the Intention is, and ought to be; but in ſuch Plain 
EVIDENT EXPLICITE TRUTH, as that God may be glo- 
rified, and the Church edified thereby [for which {ce 


It has been fully prov'd in the Courſe of our Controvery, 
that the four Catholick Uſages are ſome of the GREAT 
NECESSARY 


p. 7 to 10.] 
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NECESSARY TRUTHS of our Publick Worſhip, and conſe- 
quently, they muſt be ſome of the BONDS OF THE 
CHURCH'S UNITY. | 

We have theſe Bonds of Unity in our Worſhip, without the 
leaſt Ambiguity, plainly and manifeſtly miniſter'd as the Pri- 
mitive and Univerſal Church miniſter'd them, 


From THIS, Our Healer ! would draw us off; this is the 
whole Bulineſs ot his Propoſals, his Sermons, and his Printed 
Book. 

Let us now try their Quality; we need but name them, 
twill be ſufficient. 

His firſt Propoſal, he deſird might be receiv'd, with this 
Declaration of him and his Party, that they “believe the Mix- 
« ture to be in its own Nature indifferent, and not at all neceſſary, 
« OR ANY PART OF OUR SAVIOUR'S INSTITUTION.” 
This is Modern Orthodoxy, directly oppoſite to the Ortho- 
doxy of the Inſtitution of our Lord, and of the Practice ot 
the Primitive and Univerſal Church. Healing and Uniting 
indeed ! | | 

His Inſtrument, falſly calld an Inſtrument of Union, has 
prov'd an Inſtrument of DIVISION; for, it has divided us 


more than we were divided before as his Confederate Dr. B 


foretold him it would] [See p. 64.] And no wonder 
for its Articles are ſo imprudent, that neither Party can approve 
of them; [ See p. 70, 71, 72. Anno 1731.] And one of, his 
Brethren and the Presbyters of his own Party rejected and 
would have nothing to do with them. This is BALSAMICK 
witha Witneſs! 

His hot Sermons in the North, which honour'd us with 
the Title of SCHISMATICKS, prefer'd us to the Likeneſs of 
LUCIFER and his fall'n Angels, and charg'd our Practice with 


PRIDE and Prejudice; and all this, for not coming into his 
Meaſures, which Sermons even upon his own palliating Account 


of them to his Friend Dr. B:, accus d even the {aid Doctor 
himſelf as a Schiſmatick, inſomuch, that the Doctor wrote him 
« be need not wonder, if he [the Doctor] ſhould « DECLARE 
« AGAINST COMMUNICATING WITH HIM.” {See my 
P. 65.) This is wonderful Balm of Gilead! The Wiſdom of ap- 
ul re it too, is extreamly pleaſant and delightful, apt to win 
his Patients to ſubmit to his Prudent Preſcriptions ! 

His tender Love and Charity in Handling what he reckons to 


be the SORE, viz. Our Excellent Liturgy, which in p. 15 of 


his printed Book, he has miſ-repreſented, and defamed, as it it 
favour'd Tranſubſtantiation; when he knows in his Conſcience, 
that it does not favour that falſe Doctrine, is ſo palpable a * 
| neſs 


| 
| 
j 
| 
7 


of every Learned Inter preter's Fancy and Humour! a Hopetul 
Way ot promoting Union! But | 


C94] 

eſs and publick Injury done to the Church whoſe the Liturgy 
is, that, in Common Equity, he ought to repent of it as PUB. 
LICKLY, as he committed the Injuſtice ; which he. cannot 
do, without PRINTING and DISPERSING, to his Power, 
his RECANTATION thereof, as far as his Book has been dif. 
pers'd. Is this the Way of Healing and making up Breaches? 

His convincing way of attempting to prove that the Church 


ot England prays for the Dead; becauſe ſome of her Particular 


Members have ſaid that ſhe does ſo, ¶ tho none of em have proy'd 
it,] as if the Opinions of ſome particular Members of a Church, 
were the Publick Authentick Acts of that Church itſelf ¶ See the 
Preface to his printed Book] is a MOST EFFECTUAL WAY 
OF CONVINCING US ! of the Truth of this Imagination ſo 
diametrically oppoſite to the plain Matters of Fact, and Pub- 
lick Acts ot the Church of England herſelf ! A 
His like Method of attempting to DEMONSTRATE” a; 
he calls it, that the Church of England has the Catholick Invoca- 
tion to bleſs the Elements, that they. may BE the Body and 
Blood of Chriſt to the Receivers; is as POWERFULLY CON- 
VINCING, [See his Book upon this Article, p. 16 to 19.] 25 
if; the particular Private Fudgment of ſome Writers, were the 


very Acts of their own Church; when Facts prove, that other 


Writers as Learned as they, affirm the very Contrary, concern- 
ing the ſame Point; and that conſequently, neither of their 
Private Fudgments, can be the RULE - whereby to decide, 


what is the Nature and Quality of the Authentick Acts of their 
Church. This puts me in Mind of the Biſhop of Meaux's Ex- 
poſit ion of the Doctrine of the Church of Rome; he was a great 
Man, and a learned Biſhop of that Church; his Explanation was 
wrote by him to recommend his Church's Doctrine, and to 
draw over the Proteſtants of France to her Communion ; 'twas 
recommended by the Subſcriptions of Eleven other Biſhops of 


his Church; but, notwithſtanding all this, and his Learning 
and Eminency in that Church, and conſequently his Ability to 
explain her Doctrine, yet, none of us who compare his Ex- 
planation with the Publick Acts of his Church, will give him 
10 much Credit, as to agree with his Explanatien ; for, her 
Acts themſelves ſhew, the Error of his r/o gs. wr And 
ſo it will be in any other Church, and no doubt in the Church 
of England, whoſe publick Acts compared with each other, 
are the moſt undoubted Explanations of her Doctrines and 


Practices. But our Healer! takes the other Way of Private 
Judgment, to be the Explanation of his Church's Acts, at which 


ate they may be made a Noſe of Wax, moveable to the Shape 


* 
— 


His 
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His unaccountable poſitive Way of aſſerting [without proving, j 
That the Words of the Church of England's Prayer [© Hear us, 
« gc”) Are 4 PLAIN AND EXPRESS Invocation of God, 
« to MAKE the Creatures of Bread and Wine, to all Intents and 

« Purpoſes, THE BODY AND BLOOD of Chriſt to the Re- 

« ceivers,” p. 6: That, © bating the Expreſs mention of the 

« Holy Ghoſt, the Prayer' © as FULLY EXPRESSES what is 

"Tl deſir d by the Invocation Prayer, as either that in the FIRST 

« LITURGY of EDWARD VI, or in any OTHER OFFICE 

„ WHATSOEVER,” p. 12; To omit more of the like Na- 

ture, this his Poſitiveneſs is ſo groſly impoſing upon the com- 

mon Underſtanding of Mankind, which never can find this at 

all EXPRESS'D in thoſe Words, that tis amazing to conſider 

how ſuch Aſſertions could drop from his Pen, which all Men, 

upon the Peruſal ot that Prayer in the Engliſh Liturgy, mult, 

while they have the Uſe of their Reaſon, be bound to disbe- 
lieve and contradict with Aſtoniſhment at either the Heedleſs- 
neſs, or ſomething worſe of the Aſſertor. This is a likely Way 
of making up Breaches! And 

Laſily, His ENMITY againſt a PRAYER OF OBLATION 
by which to offer to God the Father the Sacrifice of Chriſt's 
Repreſentative Bod and Blood, after reciting the Words of In- 
ſtitution, as in his 27th and 29th Pages — is ſuch a flagrant 
Inſtance of his Orthodoxy and Regard to the Practice of the 
Primitive and Univerſal Church, and of his Ability to be our 
Healer! that tis no Wonder we who are ſo attached to her 
Safe Practice, cannot ſubmit to his Novel, Private, Unprece- 
dented, and Dangerous Preſeriptions. 
All which, duly conſider'd, they who deſert us cannot be 

juſtly offended, that we continue to adhere to the EXPLICITE 
Miniſtration of the four Neceſſary Primitive Catholick bir wa 


which the Primitive and Univerſal Church did Expreſly Miniſter ; 


which our Church Acts 1717, and 1718, have enjoin'd ſo to 
be miniſter d; which they themſelves continue now fo to mi- 
niſter, till the 1ſt of September next; and which, upon their De- 
ſign of Deſerting us, they give out that they ſtill hold to be Ne- 
ceſſary; and Laſtly, which they have endeavour'd to perſuade the 
People, they have made Proviſion for, in the Uſe of the Engl:i/h 
Liturgy, by their Inſtrument of Agreement; which Liturgy, I 
have, in theſe Papers largely prov'd docs not contain thoſe four 
Neceſſary Uſages, but rejects them; and that their Private Agrec- 
ment, which is no Church Act, neither does, nor could, at 
all make any Proviſion for them, in the Uſe of that Liturgy. 
To conclude I am extreamly ſorry for the Diviſions of the 
Church, and earneſtly pray God to heal them; her Unity is 
of all Things ſo defirable, that I hereby declare, I would glad!y 


e 


| 


| 
[ 
? 
a 
0 
| 
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be ſtripp'd of all worldly Enjoyments, if that could contri. 
bute to the Effecting of ſo great a Bleſſing ! But this Unity 
CANNOT BE, except in the TRUTH: Give us This, and! 
have done: We are not, we never were fo attach'd to our 
preſent Liturgy, as to reject all others; no, God forbid; our 
| pres to it, is for its EXPLICITE Miniſtration of the four 
GREAT NECESSARIES of the Euchariſtick Worſhip ; we are 
ready to communicate, with all Orthodox Chriſtians who uſe 
any ſound Liturgy, that contains the EXPLICITE Miniſtration 
of theſe and all other NECESSARIES ; be it the Clementine, 
St. Fames's, St. Baſil s, St. Chryſoſtom's, K. Edward the VIth; 
firſt Liturgy, nay, the preſent Engliſh Liturgy, when brought 
up to the PRIMITIVE STANDARD ! Happy the Real Healers, 
who will agree to bring about this Glorious Work; For, Bleſſed 
are the Peace- makers; for they ſhall be called the Children of 
God — St, Matth. v. 9. | 5 8 


FIN I'S 


ERRORS of the Preſs correct thus. 


P. 9. line z, read, as to Publick. 

P. 15. line 17, for 30 read xxx. 

P. 33. line 23, read Bisnors. 

P. 40. line 32, read The Mixture. 

P. 64. line 37, Blot out the Word, Letter. 
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SUPPLEMENT 


TO THE 


ndiſpenſible OBLIGATION, Oc. 


CONTAINING 


FURTHER P ROOFS, 


TH AT 


The Preſent Liturgy of the Church of England, 
and her other Publick Acts, now in Force, 


Do not allow of 


Some Uſages which were appointed in her firſt 
Reformed Liturgy. 


WITH ANSWERS 


To OBJECTIONS, eſpecially thoſe in a 
Late Sermon : 


Not forgetting An Angry Northern Writer, who 


pretends to determine otherwiſe contrary to 
thoſe 


PUBLICK ACTS. 


| © Enquire I pray thee of the FORMER AGES, and pre- 
« pare thy ſelf to the ſearch of 'THEIR FATHERS, ( for we 
* are but of yeſterday and know nothing” ) «© ſhall they 
* not teach thee and tell the“? Job viii. 8, 9. 

Feet that ye may Excell to the EDIFYING OF THE 
* CHURCH” 1 Cor. xiv. 12. ; 
« The Servant of the Lord muff”) —— © be GENTLE u«nts 
* all men, apt to Teach, PATIENT”. 2 Tim, ii. 24. 

2 rendring Evil for Evil, or RAILING for railing”. 
pet. iii. 9. | 
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— 


— 
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LONDON: 
Printed MDCCXXXIIL 


SUPPLEMENT 
I. 0 HE 


Indiſpenſible Ohiaca rio, c. 


O RASMU CH as ſome have hinted, 
that I might have further enlarg'd apon 
the Church of Eng/and's PUBLICEK 
ACTS; And others have objected a- 
gainſt theſe Papers, and againit thoſe, 
who cannot blindly follow the Pri- 
vate Judgment of their Novel Scheme, 
I _ it proper to add as follows; 
An 


y XXXIIT. Firſt, As to more Publick Acts of the Church of 
Ergland ; She has another very remarkable one againſt Pray- 
ets for the Dead: For, | 


G 2 In 
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In the Bidding Prayer ap- But the Convocation ( 
pointed to be uſed by all her 1603, in Canon LV, of th 
Preachers, in King Edward Church of England, [now in 
the VItY's Days ; Prayer for force, ] Excludes That Pray 
the Dead was enjoined in for the Dead, and inſet 
theſe Words, thereof, enjoins Thus, in ths 

Now Bidding Prayer, 


« You ſhall PRAY for all Let ns praiſe God, fir 
« them, that be DEPART- «© all thoſe which are dart 
« ED out of this World in © out of this Life in the Fit 
* the Faith of Chrift, that * of Chriſt, and pray unto Gi 
* THEY with us, and we *© that we may have GRACE 
* with them, at the day of „ to direct our Lives after thiy 
FJudgnent, may reſt both e good Example: THAT 
* Body and Soul, with Abra- * this Life ended, WE MAY 
„% ham, Iſaac, and jacob, „ BE MADE PARTAK 
in the Kingdom of Hea- ERS with them of th 
*« ve”. [Hey/in's Hiſtory of Glorious Reſurrectian in tht 
the Reformation, Page 37.] % Everlaſting”. 


Which plainly evidences another Publick Act of the Church 
of England, whereby ſhe rejects Prayer for the Dead, and 
appoints inſtead thereof only a Thankſgiving for them, with 
a Prayer for our Selves that we may be qualified to be of their 
Society in the Glorious Reſurrection: So that, this, together 
with all her OTHER PUBLICK ACTS, manifelly 
ſhews, that now ſhe diſapproves of the Practice of Praying 
for the Faithful departed ; and that the laſt Clauſe in her 
Prayer for the Church Militant, is not to be Underttood 28. 
Prayer for them. 


$ XXXIV. Again, as to the Addition of any thing to whit 
ſhe eſteems to be the MATTER of the Sacraments, and 
therefore of WATER to Her Sacramental Wine; I 
plain fas before oblerv'd} that ſhe has rejected the Wine and 
Water Rubrick that was in King Edward the VIti's fit 
Book ; that, inſtead thereof, her preſent Rubrick &fde:s n0 
other Liquor than Wine: That Her 2oth Canon, which ap- 
points the Sacramental Wine to be at the Charge of the Pariſh, 
c innot be fo ridiculous as to order Her Church-Wardens 0 
buy Wine mix'd with Water; and therefore the Sacramenti 
Wine there mention'd, is Pure unmix'd Wine; and no & 
ther than this Wine is by that Canon appointed to * tt 


„ brought to the Communics Jable: For, the Church _ 
: f © ” " 
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..hcre order'd it to be mix'd before tis brought thither ; and, 
gnce after 'tis there, ſhe gives no Order for mixing; therefore, 
ning it with Water at any time, either before or after, is a 


in WAS Breach of this 20'h Canon: Becauſe further; Her 14 Canon 
Yer 4 requires, * All Miniſters” o obſerve the Orders, Rites, 
% Ceremonies preſcribed in the Book of Common Prayer” 

the WE „% Adminiſtring the Satraments without” —— “ Adding 


an thing in the MATTER” «+ 4% thereof” : Her 
E 16:h Canon © without” ANV ALTERATIONs”: 
And Her 24th Canon, with ſuch LIMITATION as is 
© ſpecified in the Book of Common Prayer”. Now, the Limi- 
© /4/101 as ſpecified in the ſaid Book is WINE; Wine not 
mird, becauſe the Rubrick is now, WINE, in Contradi- 


CE WE ftinftion from, and Rejection of, the old Rubrick for Wine 
i dad Water, which the 20th Canon, as above, allo Confirms. 
\T7 WE Water therefore mix'd therewith, is a Breach of this LIM I- 
i! WE TATION in the 24'h Canon: Water, again, mix'd with 
de Wine, is an ALTERATION of the Wine by mix- 
t WEE ture; and therefore a Breach of this 16th Canon; and laſtly, 


Water added to the Wine, is ADDING ſomething in the 
| MATTER, which is a Breach of the 145 Canon; and ſo 
all theſe [14*h, 16th, zolb, and 24th] Canons are Broken by 


urch the mixing of Water with the Sacramental Wine, whether 
and publickly or privily ; for the Canons make no diſtinction: But, 
with the Act of Parliament, Primo E/iz. [confirm'd by 14 Carol. 
heir | 24] is So diſtinguiſhing, as that it particularly condemns even 
ther the Private Mixture, by threatning a Penalty againſt thoſe who 
eſtly « ſhall uſe any other RITE, CEREMONY, Order. 


« Form, or Manner of Celebrating the Lord's-Supper Openly 
« or PRIVILY”, — *© than is mention'd, and ſet forth 
* in the ſaid Book”. And ſurely a Rule for mixing Water 
with the Sacramental Wine even PRIVTLILY, is a Rite, is a 
Ceremony which cannot be found MENTION'D in the 


vhat Book of Common Prayer: For the Legiſlators by this Act do 
and ſuppoſe, that a Thing done PRIVILY, is a Rite or Cere- 
1 nony, as much as when it is done OPENLY. 

an 


$ XXXV., And thus it more and more appears how in- 
conſiſtent Our NEW INTERPRETERS are with their 
Own Profeſs'd Principles; They pretend a ſtrict Attachment, 
and exact Adherence to the Laws of the Church and State of 
England, inſomuch, as that they ſay, they cannot, may rot, 
vary from or alter ONE TITT LE of the Eſtabliſh*d Li- 
turgy ; and yet, in Contradiction to all this, they, by their 
clandeſtine Agreement of 1732, introduce an Agreement for 
A Mixture of the Sacramental Cup, in Breach of thoſe INF 

W3, 
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Laws, viz. The Rubrick of that Liturgy, the Ad: of Unif. 
mity, and the Canons of the "once Church ! 

Some of them do not believe the mixture to be at all ne. 
ceſſary, or any part of Chriſt's Inſtitution 3 If ſuch as thek 
are ſo Adventurous, as to make the mixture, let 'em clex 
themſelves of the Heavy Imputation of prophaning the $;. 
crament, by adding to the MATTER of it, even in their 
ewn Opinion; for, If, according to them, Pure unmir' 
Wine is the only Inſtituted MATTER of the Sacramen. 
tal Cup; then, the Addition of Water thereto, is an Additi- 
on to the MATTER of the Sacrament ; and if fo, Let 
'em ſatisſie their Followers how their Concordate, as to this 
Point, is conſiſtent with their own belief of the Nature of 
the Inſtitution. 

And laſtly, I ſpeak to them upon their own profeſs'd Prin- 
ciple; If they are in EARNEST STRICT AD. 
HERERS, to the Laws and Liturgy of the Church of 
England, they will, they muſt, upon ſecond Thoughts, re. 
pent of, depart from, and make void, their Inconſiſtent Clar- 
deſtine Agreement, to make their Profeſſion and Practice al 
of a Piece; And SO, this Agreement, will become a N UL- 
LITY to thoſe, who confide in their Practice of the Mixture 
—— [which ſhews how neceſlary *tis for us to inſiſt upon, 
their open Practice thereof] to which indeed the firſt Au- 
thors of this NEW SCHEME did wholly agree. Now, 
that there is Reaſon not to Truſt to their New Agreement fer 
a Private Mixture J ſhall ſhew from an Original Paper 
Sign'd by Mr H. G. Mr N. Spinckes, Mr H. Doughty, 
and Mr J. B. dated fugu/t 16, 1726; the Contents where- 
of they then ſent to the late Revd. Mr Yapp at New-Cafllt 
p12 Tyne, to deter him from ſupplying, by ſome ſmall Varati- 
ons from the Eſtabliſhed Liturgy, the Four Neceſſary Ulſages 
which he eſteem'd to be wanting in the Communion Ser- 
vice, of which the Mixture moſt certainly was One, which 
he took care to ſupply in his Miniſtration to the Orthodox 
Catholicks in that Town : They tell him, 


« Dear Brother, 


« We hate with great grief of Heart” —— © received re- 
ce peated Advices that you take unkind Freedoms in altering 
« the Litergy of our Church, in the MOST SOLEMN 
« OFFICE of Religion" —— © We therefore, according to 
* our bounden and INDISPENSIBLE DUTY, protef 


© againſt ſuch your Proceedings, we warn and admoniſb you to 


& return from whence you went out, and 


&« perſiſt any longer in troubling our Ire!” 


« wot 0 
— Be aſſurei, 
285 70 that 


199 

« that unleſs your DISC RIMINATING USAGES 
« are properly of Divine Inſtitution, conſidering the laſt Pa- 
« ragraph in the Preface to the Book of C ommon-Prayer, and 
« confidering the ACT OF UNIFORMITY, 5% can be 
« deem'd no other than SCHISMATICAL in the Church, 
« 1d REBELLIOUS in the State”, &c. 


Directed] [Sign'd] 


« To the Revd. Mr Tapp 


Spinckes. 
« at New-Caſtle upon Tyne”. 


N. 

H. G. 

H. Doughty. 
J. B. 


The Original under their Sign 
Manual is now in the Hands 
of Mr J. B. 


Here we ſee, Mr H. G——s PROTEST againſt Mr 
Yapp's reſtoring the Practice of the Four Uſages ; that the ſaid 
Mr H. G. held this Proteſt to be his INDISPENS- 
IBLE DUTY” and that therefore he judg'd thoſe DIS- 
CRIMINATING USAGES, not to be © of Divine In- 
« fitution 3 and that conſequently Mr Yapp was eſteemed to be 
[and for the ſame pretended Reaſon any other Exgliſb Clergy- 
man] “S CHISMATICAL in the Church, andREBEL- 
«LIOUS in the State” for reſtoring the Practice of them. 
How then can It be believ'd, that Mr H. G. with theſe Prin- 
ciples, will not repent of the Clandeſtine Agreement, which 
he has been drawn in to Sign, for the Practice of the Mix- 
ture — onè of the Practices, which himſelf Brands with 
the odious Terms of Schiſmatical and Rebe/lious ? For, tho 
his Judgment is wrong in thus heavily accuſing ; yet his 
Honefly muſt oblige him to depart from what he himſelf 
[tho' miſtaken] holds to be thus highly Criminal — And 
his Brethren too, viz. Dr R. R. who join'd with him and 
others in another Prohibition againſt the Mixture, which 
they alſo ſent to the North; and Mr G. S. whoſe fiſt 
Scheme affirm'd the Mixture to be not at all neceſſary, or 
* any part of our Saviour's Inſtitution” [for which ſee my 
Page 45 and 40) theſe, I fay, if conſiſtent with themſelves, 
may be very likely to repent their Agreement to mix ; at 
leaſt we have no Reaſon to depend on their Perſeverance 
therein, while they hold and retain ſuch Principles: But if 
on the contrary, they ſhall adhere to, and perſevere in, the 
Performance of their Inconſiſtent Agreement, and inſiſt upon 
the Real Integrity thereof; They will demonſtrate themſelves 


to be an Unaccountable odd Party, neither truly of the 
Church 


100 


| Church of Exgland as by LAW ESTABLISHED, 595 
| | of that Church, which in Truth, is Primitive Catholick; 
1 their Compoſition will be a confuſed Medley, having ſome. 
= thing in it of the Proteſtant and the Papiſt 3 and *twill be 
\ difficult to diſtinguſh them by any other Title, than that of 

ROMANO-PROTESTANT-INTENTIONALISTS, 


S XXXVI. Secondly, As to the Objections hitherto come 
to my knowledge, they are very eaſily anſwer'd ; For. 
Firſt, It is objected, That I © have uſed Dr B — very i 

« by divulging Matters of his private Correſpondence”, IT 
which fprewd Objection ! I Anſwer, That the Doctor's Letter 
to me and others [here referr'd to] were his Endeavours to 
draw us off from the PRIMITIVE WORSHIP, and 00 
make us Partizans with him in his clandeſtine Scheme for the 
aboliſhing of that Worſhip. The Doctor never enjoin'd me, and 
I never promis d him, nor was I ever obliged, to keep Secret 
|| thoſe Matters of his private Correſpondence, which T have 
| rinted : Nay, the very contrary to any ſuch Reſerve, was m 
| — Dry « becauſe, the Koners 1 bare Wc d a 
| no other than ſuch, as in their neceflary Conſequences do 
| very nearly relate to, and affect the Church her ſelf, and con- 
1 ſequently are of a publick Nature, which therefore ſhe has 
| a Right to the Knowlege of ; eſpecially, conſidering that they 
| were the irregular, diſorderly Steps, which the Doctor [with 
| others] was taking, in order to bring her into a State of 
| Diſquietude and Deſertion, which now he has ſadly effected by 
his ſecret and underhand Scheme: It is fit therefore, that the 

{ Church ſhould See his various Motions, their beautiful Conj- 
1 fency ! and harmonious Agreement with one another ! that 
i thereby ſhe may compare em with his final Concluſion, and 
[ ſee the GREAT PRUDENCE ! of what he has been do- 
i ing and has finiſh'd, as he pretends, for the fake of her 
q Unity; and which in reality terminates in nothing but more 
. Diviſions and Diſorders, than before: The good Providence 
j of God [for which I thank him] put it into my Power to 
Open theſe Secrets to her, and thereby to let her ſee what 
' ſhe had a right to know, the QUALITY of thoſe means 
which have brought her into this melancholy State; I rejoice 
that I have done ſo, and that by my expoſing them to her 
1 View, ſhe may avoid the Snare that was laid for her. The 
1 Doctor's clandeſtine Endeavours, not only to deſert the Church 
1 himſelf, but to pervert and draw others alſo into the ſame 
PUBLICK CRIME, ſome would have to' be treated 35 
SACRED, and of ſo RESERV'D a Nature, as that the 
People, who are to be involv'd in the fatal ann 
ma 
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my know nothing of them! Men may ſee the Pit that is 
Dizg'd in the Dark ;_ but 'ris A wicked thing to hold out a 
Licht, to avoid the Miſchief !- But with the Doctor's 
Leave, the keeping of ſuch Secrets is making a Mans ſelf to 
be One of his Partigans, and therefore guilty of all the Mi- 
ſeries which follow, and are occaſioned by His Private Con- 
uivances: Of this Sort, is that Letter which he wrote to 
convince a Gentleman, of the Church of Exglands TRIM- 
MING ; wherein the Doctor [to draw him over to his New 
Scheme] unaccountably tells him thus; ** For though we do 
« return to the Uſe of the Eftabliſhed Liturgy, we ftill CON- 
« TINUE OUR PRINCIPLES”. “ And we have, as we may 
« ſry, divided the matter; they have brought us to the Uſe of 
« their Liturgy, and we have brougleæ THEM TO TH 

« ACKOWLEDGEMENT OF OUR PRINCIPLES”. In 
which few words there are no leſs than Two Aſſertions, which 
are very fallacious; and, which I have mark'd as above with 
lige Capitals; for, as to the Doctor's own Principles, of 


my the Neceſſity of the Publick Mixture, ſee p. 41; of omitting 
are the Words mi/itant; of praying explicitely for a Bleſſing on 
do the Elements 3 and of a Prayer of Oblation, by which to offer 
on- the dacramental Body and Blood of Chriſt after the Words of 
ha Inſtitution [See his Diſſertation, p. 361.] they are now no 
hey more, he has drop'd and departed from every one of them, 
vith in his clandeſtine Agreement ; and, therein gives not the 
of eaſt Sign of his continuing thoſe his former Principles: 
I by And then as to his bringing our old Friend to the Ac- 
the nmwedgement of OUR PRINCIPLES, it is manifeſtly no 


ſuch thing at all; for, they do not acknowledge Our Princi- 


that ple of the Mixture's being Neceſſary as the Inſtitution of 
and Chrift; they do not own the Neceſſity of An Explicite 
” Bing of the Elements by Prayer, to make them the Body 
er 


nd Bld of Chriſt ; they do not acknowledge the Neceſſity 
pt Prayers and Offering for the Dead; nor do they own the 
Neceſſuy of a Prayer of OZlation, by which to offer the 
remendous Sacrifice of Chriſt's Repreſentative Body and 
Blood to God the Father, after the Words of Inſtitution : 
ind therefore the Doctor and his Author have not brought 
hem to the ACKNOWLEDGEMENT OF OUR 


her * PRINCIPLES”, as he very Unaccountably tells his Friend, 
The nd then Subjoins <* JF you think it proper, we ſpall be glad 
urch F your Acceſſion to aus.” [I really Believe ſo too] 

ame he Doctor and his Party would have been very Triumphant 


in ſuch an Addition. But that Gentleman's Learning and 
udgment, are vaſtly above being ſo impos'd upon, by ſuch 

Weak and unfair Pretences as will not Rand the Teſt. 
| H $ XXXVII. 


was he acquainted with their Summons to the Pr. [to meet 


was never tenderd to the ſaid Mr F. B. to be ſign 


without his Conſent ; but fince it was rejected by their 


Mr J. B. who declares that he never ſaw it, or any . 
| b 
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 XXXVII. Secondly, Another Grievance is, my Cauſng 
the Initial Letters of Mens Names to be printed; and my 
leaving out Mr. Henry Hall's Name. 


As to this latter Gentleman's Name, it was left out unde; 
their Agreement of 1731, becauſe I never heard of his hayin 
ſign'd it; the Copy of that Agreement (Say the 6 Article, 
thereof) TI have printed exactly as Dr B—— gave it me 
After the Doctor's giving it me, without any Names theretg, 
I found upon enquiry, that it was agreed to by the three 
Perſons as I have noted, p. 72. and this is a Truth which 
cannot be deny'd : I do not name them as having Subſcribd 
it, but as having agreed to its Contents. I made no further 
Search about this Agreement, and its Subſcribers, becauſe it 
was rejected by their Presbyters, and ſo became of no effect: 
But, ſince Dr R. R. the Objector's NICETY muſt be fatis 
fied, I have by another Copy of his Own, found, that there. 
under is the Date of Fly 2, 1731 ; And that the Names of 
thoſe who Sign'd it, are H. G. Hen. Hall, G. S. by order 
to R. R. and R. R. Mr Hen. Hall is ſince deceaſed: Mt 

B. another of their Brethren ſign'd it not, iſt. Becauſe 

e and his ſaid Brethren had no freedom of Debates among 
themſelves alone, by Reaſon of Dr B——'s Preſence with 
them, which Mr J. B. look'd upon as an Intruſion that 
ought not to be allow'd, and therefore he declar'd againſt it; 
upon which Dr B—— [tho' not the Eldeſt in Commiſſion] 
ſpake to this Effect, Gentlemen, I find nothing can [or wil] 
« be done, unleſs you will act without Mr B“: This Male. 
treatment Mr H. G. and Dr R. R. not reſenting ; Mr J. B. 
ſaid, that De B had nothing to do there, and ſo « 
« parted,” without the leaſt gainſaying of either of his two 
Brethren : So that the ſaid Mr J. B— was not preſent a, 
nor privy to, their Signing, this Agreement; much lels 


about it] dated a hole Week after their Deciſion and Sil. 
ſcription. And 2dly, That Agreement ſo ſign'd by them, 


by him. And, this was their Management Anno 1731, 


Presbyters, 'tis needleſs to ſay any more about it. Their 
Agreement of 1732, beſides its abject clandeſtine manner of 
being brought about, as I have before deſcrib'd in thele 
Papers, is Kill the leſs Valuable, as it was tranſacted and 
finiſhed without ſo much as once tendering it to their {aid 
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thereof till it was in Print: They never conſulted, or pro- 
poſed it to, their Clergy ; and tho' Mr J. B. has delir'd 
Ur H G. to convene them for that purpoſe, he refuſes ſo 
to do; and as if they were afraid their People ſhould have 
any Knowledge of this Agreement, they have nat read the 
Contents thereof in any of their, viz. Mr H. G's Congre- 
ations. 

, And now for printing the Initial Letters of Mens Names ; 
| am not at all mov'd at this as an important Objection; be- 
cue J am fully ſatisfied, ſuch clandeſtine Managers ought 


ich to be ſo far known to thoſe who are affected by their Ma- 
bi nagement, as that their People may ſee, who were the Prin- 
her cipals concern'd in the GOOD WORK ! which had been 
el done for them; for, if the People had been kept ignorant 


who theſe PRUDENT ! Authors are, they would not have 
known to whom to apply for their Information and Satis- 
faction, relating to the Secret Agreement which affected the 
Divine Service of their Church: Add to this, that their 


:der Own Confederates in the Agreement have confirm'd the Ne- 
Mr ceſſity of making their Names to be known; for, even they 
uſe had more than a fortnight before the Book could appear, viz. 
ong On Sunday the 2d of July 1732 in the Afternoon, ſolemnly 
with rad that Agreement, and the Names of all the Subſcribers at 

full Length, in a Publick Congregation of Dr B 's then 


Communion, where Perſons of all Denominations were uſu- 
ally allow'd to be preſent : This was done by Mr C te: 
but by what Authority, I know not; however, he thereby 


Lale. publiſh'd their Names without any the leaſt Reſerve, and ſo 
V. g. was their open Expoſer; and the Initial Letters coming 
4 afterwards, was abundantly more kind, being an amicable 
two Covert, and not ſo much as but a Copy of the firſt Publicati- 
it 1, on of their Names, by the Friends of their own Party : 
| leſs In ſhort, I have open'd, no more than the Neceſſity of the 


Church's Caſe does abſolutely require, and the Imprudent 
Managers who have given the Occaſion, may thank their 
own Unaccountable Miſconduct, for all the Conſequences 


1210 they apprehend may follow from the Information which I 
731 have, as in Duty bound, given to thoſe who are nearly 
their concern'd in their Management. 

Their | 
der o V XXXVIII. Thirdly, The Laws of the Church and State 
theſe of England, pointing ſtrongly againſt Dr Bret?'s printed Let- 

| and ter, his Author's Book, and the New Inconſiſtent Agree- 
r {aid ment; ſome of 'em have ſtarted an Objection, which flies in 
Copy the Face of thoſe Laws themſelves 3 and 'tis this, That the 


Arguments founded upon the Homilies are of no force ; be- 
H 2 cauſe 
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cauſe, tho' in her 3 5th Article of Religion ſhe declares, thy 
Her Homilies “ contain a Godly and wholeſome Doarin 
Yet it does not from hence follow, that ſhe eſpouſes and 
teaches all the Doctrines contained in thoſe Homilies. In 
Anſwer to which, theſe Objeftors mult be put in mind, thy 
the ſaid Church moreover in that Article [35] judges * jw 
[viz. the Homilies] “ to be read in Churches by the Min. 
* fers, DILIGENTLY AND DISTINCTLY, that the 
« may be underſtood of the People”. Do's ſhe then in this her 
Publick Judgment, make any Reſerve of EXCEPTION + 
gainſt ſo much as but One, or any part of One, of her Hs. 
milies, as containing a Doctrine unfit to be read to her Peg. 
ple? No, ſhe does not. Again, in her Communion-Service, 
Do's ſhe not in Her Rubrick, juſt after the Creed; enjoin 
« Then fhall follow the Sermon, or ONE OF THE Ho. 
« MILIES already ſet forth by Authority” ? And 
does ſhe not do this, without the leaſt imaginable Exception 
againſt any One Doctrine whatſoever in Her Homilies? 
Theſe Objectors full well know, that ſhe excepts not One; 
and therefore, they ought to acknowledge, that the Church of 
England in her Publick Judgment, and Rubrick Injunction, 
Holds ALL THE DOC TRINES of the Heomilies 10 lt 
Gcaly and M holeſome, and for that reaſon judges and ap- 
points them to be read to the People; to deny this, is a 
heavy Accuſation againſt the Church of England, as if 
ſhe judg'd and appointed Doctrines to be read to her People, 
which ſhe herſelf does not hold and approve of, which b: 
Charge too Severe to be brought againſt her, or indeed again 
any other Church in the World: And conſequently, ſince} 
her Publick Acts make no Exceptions againſt any One, or 
any Part of One, of her Homilies, or againſt any of the 
Doctrines therein contain'd; and ſince ſhe by her Public 
Acts does judge and command them to be read to the People, 
it neceſſarily follows, that ALL THE DOCTRINES con. 
tain'd therein, are eſpousd and held by her; and that 
therefore, ſhe does hold all the Doctrines in thoſe Her Ho- 
milies againſt Prayers and Offering for the Dead, and 2 
gaiſt Sacrifice and the Sacrificing Prieſts in the Holy 82. 
crament. | 


d XXXIX. As for the filth which ſome angrily throw i! 
me, by defamatory and detracting perſonal Reflections ; | 
ſmile at it with Contempt : The Dirty Employment makes 
me pity the Men, and their ſtooping ſo low, to the debate 
ment of themſelves, effectually prevails on my Charity to 
forgive them. = 
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am next to Anſwer ſome Objections, Sc. utter'd in a 
germon preach'd on Sunday the 27th of Auguſt laſt ; which 
are theſe, as I receiv'd them in MS from a worthy Perſon 
who then heard it. 


XL. The Preacher Charges the Sin of Schiſm, upon 
thoſe whoſe Conſciences will not allow them to follow 
Dr B=— in his Deſertion, and Backward motions. Now, 
becauſe this Fallacious Charge terrifies ſome Timerous People, 
1 mult lay it open to the very quick, let the Conſequences 
thereof be what they will. 

The Doctor then with his Primate, and the Concurrence 
of the Scotch Bs, Synodically aſſembled together the 
1Gth of December 1717, Unanimouſly declared for the NE- 
CESSITY of Reſtoring the 4 Primitive Catholick Uſages, as 
in p. 4. 

The very next Day after, The Doctor with his Primate 
Requir'd and enjoyn'd the Prieſts Openly and Expreſsly to 
miniſter thoſe 4 Uſages, in a particular Form, until a Fal- 
« ler and Better Form” could © be framed, as in p. 5, 6. 
This their Fuller and Better Form [now call'd the new 
Office] was finiſh'd and Printed in the Year 1718. It was 
immediately eſtabliſh'd ; And Dr B and his Primate, 
the 11th of March 1719, incorporated it in their Book of 
Common-Prayer. This Injunction of the Doctor's, the 
Prieſts and People have obediently follow'd and adher'd to, 
almoſt theſe laſt 15 Years, but PURELY for the Sake of 
the NECESSITY of Practiſing thoſe Uſages 3 not as bein 
attached to any MAN'S PERSON, but as attending to, 
following the Safe Guidance of the Faithful Stewards of the 
Myſteries of God, who rightly diſpenſe thoſe Myſteries 
who diſpenſe them, not according to the Blind direction of 


a Human PRIVATE JUDGMENT, but as regulated and 


taught by the Divine Oracles of Gad's moſt Holy Word, as it 
is interpreted by the Conſentient Doctrine and Practice of 


the Primitive Catholick Church, which being the neareſt to 


the fountain Head, muſt be the Beſt and ſafeſt Interpreter of 
the Inſpird Writings, according to the noble Rule of tha 
Church of England's firſt Reformation. This is the Rule, and 
This is the Only Rule, by which the Doctor has been follow'd 
by us; Thisis ORTHODOX CATHOLICISM, and undoubt- 
ed Unity. In this Unity with the Doctor, and his Collegues 
the Scotch Fathers, we have Continued by his own Directi- 
on almoſt theſe laſt 15 Years. The Doctor and the Prea- 
cher cannot with any Appearance of Reaſon deny this, and I 
dare venture to ſay, the Doctor will not deny it. Bur the 

| Doctor 
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Doctor and ſome of his Adherents, Tack about, forſake that 
Rule, and depart from this Sacred Unity; "Tis they Who 
make the ALTERATION, not We; "Tis they who are 
CHANG'D, not the Scotch Fathers and We; The Scotch 
Fathers, the Doctor's once Collegues, and We, continue juſt 
the ſame as we were, without the leaſt Variation; We have 
no new Impoſitions; no other Terms of Communion; We 
follow no Sinful Intruder into the full See of another Biſhep; 
We retain the ſame Orthodox Catholick Worſhip ; We are in 
Unity with the Catholick Church till the 31ſt of Auguſt; 
On the 1ſt of September immediately following, *tis impoſſible 
for us to be out of that Unity, without ſome SINFUL ACT 
OF OUR OWN; our continuing only to be as we were 
on the 31ſt of Auguſt, cannot be any ſuch Sinful Act, for, we 
have nothing NEW to make it So; and therefore, as we 
were not in a State of Schiſm on the 3 1 of Auguſt, tis 
impoſſible that we ſhould be in a State of Schiſm on the 1{ 
of September and onward, while we continue exactly the 
ſame as we were before. Oh! but we do not follow the Doctor, 
Efc.—— Tis very True, and abundance of Reaſon there is, 
not to follow him, becauſe, he runs away —— from his for- 
mer Self and from us too, and we cannot keep pace with 
him ; He departs from that very Catholick Worſhip which 
himſelf had eſtabliſh'd, enjoin'd and practis'd; He forſakes 
the Catholick Worſhip which his Collegues the Scotch Fa- 
thers keep up and Support; and inſtead of his Former 
wholeſome faithful feeding of the Flock, He lays aſtde and 
diſregards the Food, which he knows is Suitable for their 
Nouriſhment, and tenders to them no Other, than what the 
moſt Healthy Conſtitution is not able to digeſt. 'This is his 
New Term of Communicating with him; This is his New 
Call, and becauſe it is NEW, it is the Voice of a Stranger: 
and therefore, as our Saviour ſays of his Sheep in another 
Caſe, applicable to this* “ Stranger will they not follow, 
« but will flee from him: for, they know nat the Voice of 
« Strangers”. St John x. 5. 

But the Doctor's once Collegues, the Scotch Fathers, are 
not ſuch Strangers; the Doctor is run from them, and we 
continue with them, becauſe their Miniſtrations feed us 
with wholeſome Nouriſhment, which the Doctor refuſes us. 
To ſuppoſe that we muſt be fo ſtreightly attach'd to the 
PERSONS of our Spiritual Guides, as that we muſt follow 
their Guidance whither- ſoever they lead or would drive us, 
is the very Bane of Popery itſelf, deſtructive of Sound Re- 
ligion, and a Bar and Impediment againſt the Reformation 
and Amendment of the worſt of Evils: too much of this is 
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ſeen in the Romiſh Church. The Inſpired Apoſtles them- 
ſelves, did not ſet up for this abſolute Dominion over Men's 
Conſciences : For ſays St Paul, Not for that we have DO- 
% MINION (or as the Greet, not that we LORD it] over 
« your Faith”, 2 Cor. i. 24. A Blind implicit Faith there- 
fore, in the various Turnings and Windings, the forward and 
backward Motions of our Guides, is no Part of the Chriſtian 
Religion, and therefore *tis impoſſible that Our not following 
them in their Inconſitencies and Contraditions about the Ne- 
cefſaries of Chriſtianity, ſhould be the Sin of Schiſm ; to ſay 
that it is, amounts to no leſs than Blaſphemy, as it charges 
God with imputing Sin to his Rational Creatures, for their 
adhering to that which is right, and flying from that which is 
wrong. In ſhort, To Break or Separate from the Commu- 
nion of a Church, that has no Sinful Terms of Communion, 
would by the Primitive Church have been look'd upon as the 
Sin of Schiſm —— The Doctor and his Collegues, Engliſh 
and Scotch by Birth, with their Presbyters [the Preacher for 
one] and their Laicks were lately, very lately ſuch a ſound 
Church —— This is not to be deny'd The Doctor and 
the Preacher, with others, Forſake, Break, and Separate 
from the Communion of this ſound Church We do 
not, dare not, muſt not follow them in this Breach and 
Separation; how is it poſſible then for us to be Schiſmaticks, 
continuing in UNITY with that Sound Church, which they 


| have deſerted? —— Again, That Biſhop, or Church which 


impoſes Sinful Terms of Communion, and thereby cauſes Ca- 
tholick Chriſtians to avoid ſuch Communion, is the maker of 
the Breach, —— But the Doctor and his Party impoſe ſuch 
Sinful Terms, therefore the Doctor and his Party make the 
Breach. That the Doctor and his Party impoſe ſuch Sinful 
Terms is manifeſt ; for, [tho', as I am inform'd, the Doctor 
himſelf mixes Openly, yet] He and. they impoſe, their Com- 


munion Service deſtitute of a Prayer, to make the Elements 


the Body and Blood of Chriſt, deſtitute of the Great Chriſti- 
an Sacrifice of Chriſt's repreſentative Body and Blood; and 
deſtitute of the charitable Prayers and Offering for our De- 
parted Brethren; which are Sinful Terms of Communicating 
with them, becauſe, contrary to our Saviour's Inſtitution, as 
interpreted by the Conſentient Doctrine and Practice of the 
Primitive Catholick Church; by this they cauſe Catholicks 
not to follow the Doctor, they put a Bar againſt lawfully 

ommunicating with him, and conſequently are guilty of 
making the Breach ; And therefore, if the Preacher is in 
haſte to determine, that there is a Schiſm, let him look to 


it, with ſome Chriſtian Compaſſion for himſelf and his own 


Party ; 


8 — —— — 


To what purpoſe can it be ſuppos'd, that he thus _ 
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Party; for, upon all theſe Conſiderations, in the. preſey 
Caſe, 'tis impoſſible for him to prove us to be the Schiſan. 
ticks. 

The Scotch Fathers, the Doctors late Collegues, are Oun; 
if the Doctor is at Unity with them in his Worſhip, ve 
are at Unity with him; if the Doctor Breaks from them in 
his Worſhip, we muſt not do ſo too. Theirs is the Primi. 
tive Truth, His the MODERN NOVELTY, 

Upon the whole of this Ill-natured Charge; If the Doctor 
and the Preacher in their preſent Deſertion are Right, I. 
is their Indiſpenſible Duty, not only to recant their Public 
Writings on our Side; but alſo, to refute their Own Argu- 
ments in thoſe Writings; for, if thoſe Arguments were falſe 
and deceived the People, at firſt; and if the Strength of 
thoſe Arguments do {till Confirm the People to perſevere in 
the Wrong ; and have a Tendency to draw others into the 
ſame Miſchief; theſe Writers cannot be free from the Blood 
of ſo many Deceived Souls, if. they do not Undeceive then, 
by the Refutation of thoſe very Arguments which have by 
their means been To effectually hurtful to ſuch Numbers df 
Men — till this is done, their Noiſy Clamour of Schiſm is 
of no Moment, except to aggravate the Guilt of their own 
Conduct. 


$ XLT, But the Preacher for all this, tells the People we 
have no Biſhop. Egregious =! When all the Catholick 
Scotch Biſhops who miniſter the four Neceſſary Uſages, are 
Ours ; When all the Biſhops in the World who miniſter them, 
are SO FAR OURS: And when the Preacher and his 
ay cannot produce one Primitive Catholick Biſhop during 
the Period of the 4 firſt General Councils ; Nay, nor any 
Catholick Biſhop for the firſt 1500 Years of Chriſtianity and 
longer, that ever pretended to Miniſter the Holy Communion 
in their Novel Defective manner. What Kind of TH 
then is it, by which this Preacher would teach the Peop 
that we have no Biſhop? It muſt be ſome New Scheme of 
Divinity, for the Old will not ſupport him; New Schemes 
of Worſhip, muſt have New Schemes of Theology to defent 
them but, their Novelty betrays the Naughti 4 of the Ont, 


a the poor Inſufficiency of the Other to uphold and ſufp® 


$ XI. II. He paints out, and particularly diflinguiſhes one 
of the Biſhops, with whom he rk un, and we are fil 
in Communion, and pronounces, That He is an HERE TIC. 


ö 
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that Father, but to repreſent him as One, with whotn the 
People ought not to Communicate ? But none of the four fitft 
General Councils have ſo branded any of his Tenets ; The 
Church of England has not thus ſtigmatiz'd him; nor has the 
Church of Scotland; and Our deceaſed Primate, Biſhop Col- 
fer, [under his own Hand, and ſufficiently witneſſed, as by 
the following Copy is evident, ] has given us his Teſtimony, 


Prexcher Objects, are not of this Excommunicating maligni- 
ty : For, our ſaid Primate ſays of them theſe very words: 


a Axt reckon them of that Bulk which NECESSITATES 
f % Breach of Communion, &c“. 

f « In Preſence of us: [Sign'd] 

a J. Griffin“ « Jeremy Collier.” 

g Roger Laurence“ 

by Sam. Jebb” 

f Tho. Wagſtaffe" 

5 W. Ford.“ 

vn 


The Paper is Dated in “ London & April 17255: This 
he Preacher very well knows, for he is one of the Witneſſes 
and has the Original Paper in his own Hands. 

Dr B— not long fince, procured this Father's Concur- 
ence in the Ordination of his Couzen Mr T. B. who is 


5 nown to have eſpouſed and propagated the very Same in 
* Converſation, for which our Preacher Crys Out Heretick, 


ps | can prove by a Letter lately ſent to Town, from Living 


5 Evidence ; The Preacher then ſhould firſt wipe off the ſame 
nd Impu tion from the Character of One of his own Bs, 
1 vith whom he is now in Communion, and who alſo is known 


uſtomarily to have refuſed the recital of the Athanaſian Creed, 


Y when he ſhould recite it in his Miniftration : without clearing 
of s own Ba— of theſe things, how can he, upon his own 
4 Principles, acquit himſelf from being of An Hetetical Com- 
we union ? And how can he defend his Dr B from the 


harge of procuring an Heretical Conſecration for his Cou- 
zen? If he can righteoufly diſcharge them and himſelf of 
heſe Difficulties; then Let him ſhow, with what Equity He 
rings the Charge of An Excommunicating Hereſy, againſt a 
ather who Holds the three Creeds, Retains the Primitive 
Urthodox Worſhip, impoſes no Heterodex or Heretical Terms 0 

mmunion, is in actual Communion with his Orthodox Ca- 
ſbulict Brethren, and never was , nder ſuch their 3 : 

u 


that the ſaid Father's Particular Tenets, againſt which the ; 
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But the True Cauſe of all this Noiſe and Clamour aging 
him is very well known; he has refuſed to comply with the 
Doctor's and the Preacher's Deſertion, to which the Du; 
lend N NN his known Tenets] labouriouſly Courted and 
nvited him: [See p. 101.] Before this refuſal, and while he 
concurred with 'em in other their Lawful Acts, - all wy 
well, as to communicating with him, his Very Tenets then. 
ſelves were then no actual Bar to this Unity, they in faq had 

no Excommunicating Malignity ! But Biſhops, Prieſt, 
and People look'd upon them only as PERSONAL SPECU. 
LATIONS, ſo long as they were not preſs'd as Terms of 
Communion ; Oh then his Acts of Conſecration, Ordinz. 
tion, Confirmation, Worſhip, c. were good and effectu- 
al! nothing tainted! nothing impure! While in this Situati 
on [no matter for his Tenets] © We ſhall be GLAD of u- 
* ACCESSION to us” [ſays the Doctor courting him to ac. 
cede to their Deſertion]. But upon his refufing this, and 

ſtanding his Ground without any the Jeaſt Alteration— All 
is chang'd in a moment into every thing that's quite contray 
to what it was before; :nd this, of not going their unwar- 
rantable Lengths, is the only Cauſe of the preſent Clamou 
againſt him, which we ſhould never, in all likelihood, have 
heard of from them, if he had but concurr'd with their 
Anti- Primitive modern Private Fancies, in their Deſertion af 
the Neceſſary Facts of God's moſt Solemn Worſhip in the 
Chriſtian Church. 


$.XLIII. The Preacher tells his Audience to this effect, 
that a Scotch B-— has no more Authority in the Church of 
England, than the K=—— of France has in the Civil Magiſtz 
cy of this Nation. | 

Is it then come to this, that the Preachers Theology is ſunk 
ſo low, as to make the Extenſive Powers of the Epilcopate 
parallel to the narrow contracted Authority of the Kings ot 
the Earth? Is his Cauſe ſo wretchedly mean, that he mul 
endeavour to ſupport it, by this frequently exploded Fallacy ? 
Sure his Second Thoughts will Correct the Precipitate haſt 
of this Aſſertion; For I cannot but believe, He doubtles 
knows, That the Commiſſion which our Lord gave to hi 
Apoſtles, the firſt Biſhops of the Chriſtian Church, was Co- 
ordinate; and that the whole was given to each particular 
Apolile, as well as to all of them in Common; © Go yer 
« teach, [but "tis better DISCIPLE] ALL NATION 
*© MadnTwoare TATE Te t3vn", St Matth. xx vill. 19. 
Or, GO YE INTO ALL THE WORLD, &.“ Hegel 
Sies sis T3 x40 or dTav]a - = - -» St Mark TN 
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8 This Demonſtrates the Univerſality of their Commiſſion, as 
Yor io Place, and that the Execution thereof was not confined to 
ke their Own Country, nor indeed to any one particular Nation, 
Fi Region, or Diſtrict. Nor were they oblig'd to Execute this 
5 Commiſſion, Only in full Company with One another; for 
Fg Facts do prove, that they parted aſunder, and executed the 
had #1] Commiſſion, each Apoſtle in Countries, vaſtly remote and 
15 diſtant from one another, to convert the World; which moſt 
. clearly ſheivs, that each Apoſtle had hereby Authority to Ex- 
: of erciſe his Function in“ a// Nations” in * all the World”. 
Ins. And 'tis fact, that each Apoſtle had Authority to Execute his 
An. Office, even in the Province of any other Apoſtle his Collegue, 


when the Neceſſities of the Church call'd for it. Thus, tho 
St Peter founded, and was the firſt Biſhop of the Church of 
Antioch, [See Euſeb. Chron. ad An. Chr. 43. and Dr Cave's 


and Dipticha Apuſtolica, under Antioch.) Yet St Paul even there, 
Al in St Peter's own Province, exerted his Apoſtolic Authority 
rary 22ainſt the Sin of TRIMMING ; for, he © withfood ©*St Peter 
Wars himſelf © to the face, becauſe he was to be blamed”, in this 
our matter; other Jews likewiſe were guilty with him, “ ixſo- 
have « much that Barnabas alſo was carried away with their Diſ- 
FR « fimulation”. In this they walked not © aprightly according 
a of « to the Truth of the Goſpel” ; The Infection ſpread itſelf in 
the that Church; St Paul applied the Remedy, as the Neceſſity 

of the Church of Antioch requir'd, Galat. ii. 11, to the 

14", &c. And it would have been but a miſerable ſorry 
Fed, Objection againſt him, if the Trimming Jewiſh Chriſtians had 
che faid, he had no Authority there to withſtand St Peter the 
5. Founder and Biſhop of that Church; The Neceſſity of the 
| Caſe call'd for Relief, and St Paul or any other Apoſtle had 
fink full Power and Authority to adminiſter it, without regarding 
ypat any ſuch Trifling inſignificant Objections. All Biſhops are 
os of the Sueceſſors of the Apoſtles, in the Plenitude of their ordi- 
muſt nary Commiſſion, which is to laſt till the End of the World, 
acy St Matth. xxviii, 2 as our Lord's promiſe fully aſſures us, 
haſte * And Ly I am with you always, even unto the End of the 
btlels " Wirld. Amen”. And therefore Every Individual Catho- 
” big Ick Biſhop, be he of what Nation Soever, Erbiopian, Egyp- 
105 an, Greek, Italian, Spaniſb, French, German, Engliſh, 


Sth, or Iriſh, has the Same ordinary Power and Authority 
as an Apoſtle had to interpoſe, in Supplying the Spiritual Ne- 
ceſſities of any Particular Church, when the Biſhop or Biſhops 
Jof ſuch a Church, will not ſupply them, or when they im- 
* Sinful Terms of Communion which drive their Flocks 
rom Communicating with them. This, of the Extenfive 
thority of Biſhops, is the * and Practice of the Primi- 

2 tive 
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tive Catholick Church. St Cyprian has given us his Te, 
mony for the Truth of it; Says he, Epiſcopatus UNUS ef 
« cujus a Singulis in SOLIDUM pars tenetur. The Eþijeepay 
« is One, Part whereof is held by Every Single Bite 
but ſo, as that he is Concern'd ** IN THE WHOLE" 
S. Cypr. de unitate, Eccleſ. p. 208. Edit. Rigal. % 
4 6% — * Copioſum Corpus eft Sacerdotum, concordiæ my. 
% tua glutino atque Unitatis vinculo copulatum, ut ji quit ox 
« Collegio Neftro Hæręſin facere, & gregem Chriſti LAck. 
* RARE & VASTARE tentaverit, SUBVENIANT «ety; 
„ guaſi Paſtors utiles & miſericordes, Oves Dominica 
«© in gregem colligant.” Therefore” *© The Body of Pritf 
& [i. e. of Biſhops in St Cyprian's Style] is numerous, joy 
* together by the Cement of mutual Concord and the Band if 
« Unity, that if any One of Our College ſhall attempt to nale 
% an Hereſy, and to rend and lay waſte the Flock of Chriſt, the 
% reſt may relieve it, and as ujeful and merciful Paſtors gather 
*© the Lord's —_ into his Fold. S. Cypr. ad Stephan. Epil. 
* Ixvii. p. 128. Edit. Rigal. E Paſtores multi Sum, 
F* unum tamen gregem paſcimus, & OVES UNIVERSAs 
* qua Chriſtus Sanguine ſuo & paſſione quefivit, COLLI 
« GERE & FOVERE DEBEMUS”. ** Thu) we an 
% MANY Shepherds, yet we feed the ONE FLOCK, and'ti 
* Our Bounarn Duty to GATHER AND NOURISH ALL 
* THE SHEEP hich Chriſt hath purchas'd with his Blud 
and Paſſion.” Ibid. 128, 129. In virtue of this Univer- 
ſa] Commiſſion, St Athanaſius, in the Times of Arianiſm, 
exerted his Epiſcopal Power and Authority in other Biſhops 
Dioceſles : Socrat. H. E. Lib. ii. Cap. 24. Euſebins, Biſhop of 
Samoſata, in the Arian Perſecution, travell'd in a Soldier' 
Habit thorow Syria, Phenicia and Paleſtine, ſetting in Or 
der what was neceſſary in thoſe Churches, and Ordaining 
Biſhops in Syria and Cilicia, and other Places which were 
not of his Particular Dioceſs. Theod. Lib. iv. C. 13. and 
Lib. v. C. 4. And Epiphanius Exercis'd his Epiſcopal 
Power, in Ordaining Paulinus [the Brother of St Jenn 
firlt a Deacon, and then a Prieſt, in another Man's Diocek 
upon a preſſing Caſe of Neceſſity. Epiphan. Epiſt. ad Joan. 
Hieroſol. Theſe are Inſtances ſufficient to ſhew, that, Every 
Biſhop of whatſoever Local Diſtrict, is alſo Biſhop of tht 
Whole Catholick Church, and has full Power and Authority 
to Exerciſe his Function, in any Church upon Earth, where 
the Spiritual Neceſſities of Chriſt's Flock do preſſingly call for 
and require it: And it is notorious, that God has not gen 
an Univerſal Temporal Commiſſion to any of the Kings o 
the Earth, ſe as to impower them, thus to e 
OR EE Athos 
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Authority in each others Kingdoms : No, their Commiſſions 
are reſtrain'd and limitted in the Execution, to their own 


pats Reſpective Kingdoms alone, out of the Bounds of which 
2 they have not the Leaſt Authority ; and therefore, tho' the 
E,, K. of France has no Authority in the Civil Magiſtracy of 
letir. this Nation; yet any Catholick Biſhop of what Nation ſoever, 
ni. that can give his Aſſiſtance, has full Authority to Exerciſe 
er his Function in the Church of Exgland, whenever the Neceſ- 
CB. ſities of that Church may ſo require; which ſhews the F allacy 
teri, of the Preacher's Parallel, 121 | 
nicas 
ieh $ XLIV. But why do's he aſſume to himſelf and his Little 
ogn'd Novel Party, The Popular Title of the Church of Eng- 
1 of « land“? This, tho? it looks big, is no more than a falla- 
make cious Equivocation 3 For, the CHURCH OF ENGLAND, 
„ the is no other, than that Church in this Nation, which Conſiſts 
aller of the Engliſh Conſtitutional, Legal Biſhops and their Clergy, 
il. and the People who are united to them; Let him but read 
nun, The Statute for the Nomination, Preſentation, Election, Con- 
SAS firmatica and Conſecration of the Arch-Biſhops and Biſhops, 
LLL Anno Viceſimo quinto Henrici Oftavi, Cap. xx. Sec. iv, v, vi. 
art Confirm'd Anno Primo Eliz. Cap. 1. Sec. v. And alſo the 
1'ti Statute for the Nomination, Preſentation, Election, and Conſe- 
ALL cration of Suffragan Biſhops, Anno Viceſimo Sexto Hen. Oct. 
Bla Cap. xiv. Sec. i, ii, iii, iv, v, vi. Confirm'd Primo Eliz. Cap. 
iver- L Sec. ix; therewith Comparing what I have already faid, 
niſm, 9. 37, 38, 39. and he will find, that his Little New Party is not 
hops The Church of England, ſo long as they have neither Her 
op of Legal Arch-Biſhops and Biſhops, nor ſo much as her Legal 
lier; Suffragan Biſhops; no, nor ſo much as but any One of them, 
Or- to head his New Party and give em a Claim to the Popular 
ning Plauſible Title of The Church of England; This is too much 
were for them to arrogate to themſelves, they muſt fit down con- 
and tentedly, and patiently reſt ſatisfied with the Bare name of 4 
opal Church in England, and this Title may alſo be given to the 
un] Greek and Armenian, the French, Italian, and Spaniſh Chri- 
ocels ſtians reſiding in this Nation; but it will give them no Claim 
2 to be therefore call'd the Church of England. Let Truth 
very prevail and Fallacies ſink to nothing. Will they have it, 
1 that a Man muſt be BORN IN ENGLAND, otherwiſe he 
orily cannot be a B—— of the Church of England? [ 
here cannot ſuppoſe em to be ſo ignorant of the Laws of the 
l for Church and State of England, as to afſert and ſtand by this; 
zen when thoſe Laws have no where appointed any ſuch Limit- 
s of ing Qualification; and therefore a Man born in Scotland can 


de 3 B— of the Church of Eng/and. Do's the Uſe ed 
the 
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the Liturgy of the Church of England, make the Clergy and 
People who uſe it, to be of the Church of England ? Why 
even here, upon this Suppoſition, the Born Scots who uſe 
this Liturgy, muſt be of the Church of England too, what 
Prerogative then has the Preacher's Party to be call'd the 
Church of England, in excluſion of thoſe Scots? Will the 
Preacher's new Party lay hold on the LOCAL CONST. 
'TUTION of Eng/and, and upon that Principle Exclude 
thoſe Scots? This I am ſure will not ſupport their Claim; 
for, as I have already ſhew'd, They are not of the Local Con, 
ſtirution of England their Conſtitution is not Local, they 
have no National Legal Claim to any One Dioceſs, or 
Suffragan Dioceſs in England, any more than thoſe Scots have. 
And therefore tis but a Banter to call themſelves the Church of 
England, in Excluſion of thoſe Scots. But Let their Church 
be what it will, any Orthodox Catholick Biſhop that can be had, 
has a Divine Right, to Reſcue the Flock from unlawful 
Terms of Communion ; as has been ſufficiently prov'd in 
the Pages 110, 111, and 112, 


$ XLV. Our Preacher unaccountably affirms of the B— 
againſt whom he points, That He is but One B-—, that he 
ſtands in Oppoſition to the rohole World, and that he is not in 
Communion with any Biſhop in the Chriſtian Church. 

Jam apt to Believe the Preacher has intelligence to the 
contrary of all this: He muſt have heard, that in this Ifland 
of Great Britain, there are more than One B-— who Offici- 
ate explicitely the four Neceſſary Uſages ----- He muſt there- 
fore own that the B-— he ſpeaks of, do's not ſtand in Op- 
poſition to the WHOLE WORLD, for 'tis to be hoped that 
the other B—s who ſo Officiate, are, with their Clergy and 
People, ſome part of the World: And the Preacher upon his 
Second Thoughts muſt acknowledge, that this One B—, 
is in Communion with all thoſe other B——s who Officiate 
the ſaid Uſages, tho? by another Liturgy than his; for, this 
variety of Liturgies gives them no Neceflity of Breaking 
Communion with One another, So long as they all explicite- 
ly Miniſter thoſe four Neceſſaries. And the Preacher very 
well knows, that it never was, and that it now 1s not, matter 
of Diſpute, whether we ſhould admit of any other Form than 
our Own ; but, whether we can ſafely acquieſce in ſuch a 
Form, as is Deſtitute of the SUBSTANCE of thoſe Ne- 
ceſſaries which were Wanting. This is the whole of the 
matter; The One B----- and thoſe other B-----s with whom 


he is in actual Communion, have taken away all Occaſion of 


Diſpute about this matter, by exp/icitely miniſtring as * 
tho 
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tho! with Variety of Sound Liturgies. What then can be 
meant by his filling the Ears of his Audience, with the falſe 
Notion of our having but One B——, when God be prais'd 
we have a good number of them ? ; 

I find by converſing with ſome of his Congregation, that it 
has had this melancholy effect upon their Underſtanding, as 
to make 'em fancy that One B----- alone, is not ſufficient to 
keep up the Succeſhon. If the Preacher has ſo taught 'em, I 
am heartily ſorry for the Severity of that Account, which he 
muſt one Day give for ſuch falſe teaching; but I truſt he did 
not thus miſlead them ; for he knows better things. How- 
ever, I muſt by way of Antidote againſt the malignant eſſect of 
this miſtake, put the Timerous in mind, That it God, in his 
juſt Judgment, had reduc'd us to this Narrow Circumſtance, 
yet the Conſtitution of the Church of Chriſt is Such, as that, 
Even but One B.—- has full Power and Authority to keep up 
the Succeſſion of B-----s8. For, Tho' to prevent Clandeſtine 
Conſecrations, c. prejudicial to the Church, it is the Ordi- 
nary Conſtant Rule, that a Biſhop muſt be Conſecrated by 
Three Biſhops, or by two at the Leaſt; Nevertheleſs, For 
Times of Perſecution and other Exigencies, The Church has 
another Extraordinary Rule, That a Biſhop may be Conſecra- 
ted by but One Biſhop when others cannot be had, and that 
ſuch his Conſecration is valid and fully effectual to all Intents 
and Purpoſes whatſoever. This, the Preacher can aſſure theſe 
Timerous People, if he pleaſes; for, he knows, That the Apo- 
ſtolick Conſtitutions, Book viii. Chap. xxvii. allow it; That 
Theadoret's Eccleſiaſtical Hiſtory, [ Book iv. Chap. xiii. and 
Valeſ. Annot. ] relates, How Euſebius Biſhop of Samoſata in 
Syria, in the Arian Perſecution under the Emperor Valens, 
when many Churches were de/titute of Orthodox Paſtors, 
travelbd in a Soldier's Habit, and Ordain'd Biſhops in Syria 
and Cilicia, and other places; that the ſame Hiſtorian [ Book 
v. Chap. iv. and Valeſ. Annot.] gives us the Names of a 
conſiderable number of Biſhops Ordain'd by him; That Side- 
rius Biſhop of Palæliſca, was conſecrated by one Biſhop 
alone [Syne/. Epiſt. 67. Theophilo.) That Paulinus Biſhop of 
Antioch, Ordain'd his Succeſſor Evagrius, without the Con- 
currence of any other Biſhop [Theod. Lib. v. Cap xxili.] 
That Anno 597. Pope Gregory's Epiſtle to Auguſtin the firit 
Arch-Biſhop of Canterbury, acknowledges, that a fingle Bi- 
ſhop may Conlecrate a Biſhop, in Caſe the Length of the 
* Journey makes it inconvenient” for other Biſhops to join 
with him in the Solemnity. [Collier's Eccleſ. Hift. Vol. I. 
7 ag. 68.] Accordingly, Anno 604. The ſaid Arch-Biſhop 
Conlecrated My//itys Biſhop of Lenden, and Juſtus of Ro- 
chefter, 


116 ] 
ehefter, without any other Biſhop to aſſiſt him. [Vobnſal 
Clergyman's Vade Mecum, Part II. Pag. 3. Bede Lib. 1, 
Cap. 111. and Collier ut ſupra, p. 78.] 

Our Beſt modern Writers concur alſo in this, of the Powe 
of But One Biſhop alone; Witneſs Morinus de Sacris Oriing. 
tionibus, Lib. iii. P. 60. Bewveregii Annotat. in Canone] 
Htolicos, p. 453. in Cotelerius's Edition of the Apoſtolick F. 


thers, Vol. I. — Dr Beveridge's Sermons, Vol. I. p. 102 - 
Prefat. in Univerſa Athan. Opera Pariſiis, 1698, edita, Þ, ed 
xxviii, Maſon de Miniſter. Ang. Lib. i. Cap. viii. Joan. Bur. D 
neſii Catholic Romano Pacificus Paralip. ad Sect. 12. J.; of 
Biſhop Lloyd's Hiſtorical Account of Church Government in Se 
Great Britain, p. 103. Bingham's Origines Eccleſ. Vill. toi 
P. 148, 8%. Principles of the Cyprianick Age, p. 80. and * 
the R. Revd. Biſhop Hickes's Conſtitution of the Catholic th; 
Church, P. 221, at the bottom : So that our People need Bit 
not to terrifie themſelves with the Vain fear, that One Biſhop a 
is not ſufficient to Continue a Valid Succeſſion of Orthodot ha 
Biſhops, when other Orthodox Biſhops cannot be preſent tg to 
join with him, in the Conſecration. the 
But what if that One Biſhop ſhould die, without provid q 
ing the Church with ſuch a Succeſſion ; muſt the Orthodor fa 
Prieits and People, be without a Biſhop, and the Church re Co 
main continually under this melancholy State of Widow Gr 
hood? I anſwer No, ſhe mult not, if ſhe Can poſſibly by to | 
Prayers to God, and Endeavours with Men, procure any Or: ing 
thodox Biſhop, of what Nation ſoever, to Supply her ; but 
if all this fails, and ſhe cannot So Obtain ; It is her Duty to 0 
keep her Integrity, to adhere ſtill to the Truth, the Orthodox this 
Prieſts to miniſter faithfully to the People all the Neceſſaries d ol 
Chriſtianity, according to their Commiſhon, not attempting ted, 


to exceed the Bounds and Limits thereof ; and the People re 
ligiouſly to attend on ſuch their Orthodox Miniſtrations. In 
this State it would be barbarouſly Uncharitable to give the 
odious Title of Presbyterians, to ſuch Epiſcopal Prieſts and 
People, who earneſtly pray for and endeavour to obtain Or. 
thodox Biſhops, and whoſe Principles are truly and really Epi 
copal, whoſe wants of the Appropriate Miniftrations, which 
belong to None but Biſhops [ſuch as Ordinations and Conftt- 
mations] are not owing to ſuch Prieſts and Peoples refuſal or 
neglect, and therefore not chargeable to their Account; God or 
requires not impoſſibilities of his Creatures, but interprets 
their hearty Prayers and induſtrious Diligence, to a favourable 
Acceptance, For, as the Holy Ghoſt infallibly aſſures us © 
« there be firſt a willing Mind, it is accepted according u 
* that a Man hath, and not according to that be hath = 
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2 Cor. viii. 12. The Jews, by the Law of Moſes, were 
bound to offer their Sacrifices at God's Altar in his Temple 
at Jeruſalem 3 but in the Babyloniſh Captivity of 70 Years, 
when they Were depriv'd of that Altar, the truly Religious 
Jews preſum'd not to attempt to Worſhip God by Sacrifices 
it any other Altar, it would have been a Sin for 'em ſo to 
have done; in this State of Want, they were acceptable to 
him, and their Prayers and Endeavours were in time reward- 
ed with a happy Deliverance from their Captivity and State of 
Deſertion. The Primitive Church of Rome upon the Death 
of Fabian, their Biſhop, was in a State of Widowhood, the 
See being vacant for a conſiderable time, when the Prieſts 
took care of the People without tranſgreſſing their Bounds ; 
and the People patiently attended the proper miniſtrations of 
the Prieſts. [Cecil. Cypriaxi Epiſt. Edit. Rigal. Epiſt. ii.] The 
Biſhoprick of Carthage, in the time of the Arian Perſecuti- 
on, was vacant 24 Years, during all which time that Church 
had no Biſhop [Victor de Perſecut. Vandal. Lib. 2. as referr'd 
to in Bingham's Origines, Book ii. Chap. xi. Sec. 3.) And 
the Church of Antioch in the time of the Caliphs was without 
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nd a Biſhop for 40 Years [Cedren in Comp. Anno Secundo Con- 
Jot fant. Copronimi, as referr'd to Pag. 219. of Biſhop Hickes's 
re- Conſtitution of the Catholick Church] And yet none of theſe 


Ws Great Churches was ever look'd upon to be Presbyterian, or 
to have been unacceptable to God, for want of a Biſhop, dur- 


Ing ſuch their State of Widowhood. 
F XLVI. What if ſuch Orthodox Prieſts ſhould all die in 


y to 

dor this State of Widowhood, and conſequently the Conveyance 

s of of Orthodox Neceſſary Truths be ſtop'd, and at Jaft extirpa- 

ting ted, for want of the Supply of an Orthodox Sacerdotal Suc- 

Its celion, in ſuch a Church? This, God be prais'd, IS NOT 
In OUR PRESENT CASE; and therefore we ſhould be no 


further Anxious about it, than to pray and lawfully endeavour 
the prevention of ſuch a Loſs, and leave the Iſſue to God, 


Or In ſo doing, it will never be imputed to ſuch a Widow- 
pil -hurch, if Neceſſary Truths ſhould at laſt fail in the Place 
hich of her Habitation. The Sin will remain, only where it 


ould have been prevented, and was not. But who can 
Imagine, that the way to prevent this State of De/ertion, is, 
or the People to forſake the preſent Orthodox miniſtrations of 
he Prieſts ; or, that the Prieſts ſhould lay aſide their Ortho- 
ox miniſtrations; and both Prieſts and People ſhould unite 
hemſelves to ſuch Biſhops as have Sunk and departed from the 
W"iniltration of thoſe NECESSARY TRUTHS, which theſe 
cry Prielts and People deſire to | ap fram periſhang ? * 
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this be ſuppos d without a moſt palpable Contradiction? Ci 
we preſerve Truths by deſerting them? Make them manizg 
by finking them ? Viſible, by obſcuring and hiding them under 
thick Darkneſs ; and their Voice to ſound forth G003 
GLORY and contribute to the Churches EDIFICATIoy, 
by the profound affected Silence of him who miniſters ? This 
is the way effectually to drop Truth into Eternal Oblivion, 
and make it utterly to Ceale from among the Children gf 
Men: To be thus Anxious for Epiſcopal Succeſſion, without 
a due regard for the Neceſſary Truths of Chriſtianity, which 
tis the Office of Biſhops to retain and propagate 3 is, to prefer 
the Miniſter, and diſeſteem the great Work for which hei 
appointed ; by this we invert the Order and Method of the 
Goſpel Diſpenſation; We exalt the Miniſters above thoſe 
Divine 'Truths, for the ſake of which, and for the PUBLI. 
CATION WHEREOF, they were Inſtituted by Our Lord; 
We in effect run Counter to the Injunction of the Hoh 
Ghoſt [i The/. v. 13.] We eſteem the Men, highly in Love, 
NOT FOR THEIR WORK'S SAKE, but for their Own; 
We value the STEWARDS, but neglect and deſpiſe The 
MYSTERIES, the Heavenly Treaſures, wherewith they ae 
entruſted to diſpenſe them to the Church; And thus we fr 
ſtrate the Purport of their High Commiſhon, by our Excel 
five Fondneſs for the meer external Character, in Preference 
to, and Separate from, thoie Great Neceſſary Truths, which 
ought to be miniſter'd and propagated by thoſe who are veltet 
with it. Let us then firſt ſeck and prefer the TRUTHS 
themſelves, and then for their Sake, and the Continuance « 
them, earneſtly pray and endeavour for SUCH an Epiſcop 
Succeſſion, as will keep and miniſter thoſe Divine Truth 
according to the Inſtitution of Our Lord; in ſo doing, wi 
ſhall keep within the Bounds of Our Duty, and then wi 
may with Satisfaction depend on his Infinite Wiſdom an 
Goodneſs, for the Supply of all our future Spiritual Wan 
and Neceſſities. 


$ XLVII. The Preacher runs out againſt what he 2 
Our Breach of Charity and Unity, in Separating fron d 
« Old Friends for a Form of Words Only, &c", But thi 
no more than his Own Miſrepreſentation of the Caſe. Fa 
the Truth of the matter is really thus; We only delire © 
old Friends to have a Sub/tantial Form, containing the fo 
Great Neceſſaries of the Moſt Solemn Worſhip, which d 
Chriſtian Church is in Duty bound to render to God t 
Father, and they have perſever'd in the refuſal of ary [ug 


Subſtantial Form, and divided from us, for our having & 
| 13:61 
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ſeing One; Nothing will do with them, but our Acqui- 
ing in their NO FORM at all; for, a FORM of Publick 
Worſhip muſt be ſomething manifeſt to the Publick Congre- 
ation's Senſe of Seeing or Hearing, or both; and therefore, 
they have No Form viſible to the Congregation for making 
he mixture, as they have No Form Audible to the Congrega- 
ion for a Reaſonable Inſurance that the Cup is mix'd, as 
hey have 10 Audible Form of Prayer, by which to offer 
he Repreſentative Body and Blood of Chriſt to God the Fa- 
her, as they have 20 audible Form of Invocation for the 
oy Ghoſt to make the Elements to be the Body and 
Blood of Chriſt ; and laſtly, as they have 79 audib/e Form of 
yer or Offering for our Faithful departed Brethren ; all 
heir other Forms are no Forms at all for theſe four Neceſſaries 
f Publick Worſhip ; and therefore, the Cauſe of Our whole 
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* diſpleaſure againſt their Communion is nothing elſe, but 
a er Not having ANY FORM wherewith to Worſhip God 
9 Chriſt appointed, and the Catholick Church has conſtantly 


rattiſed in theſe Neceſſary Inſtances. The Dead Body of a 
lan, His painted Picture, his lifeleſs Image, nay, his Non- 
zubſtantial Shadow, may be called his Form, yet they are 
one of them his Living Subſtantial Form; they are all life- 
es, dead, and ineffectual for the Purpoſes of his Living Sub- 
ance ; but our Old Friends have not ſo much as as any ſuch 
ad Forms as theſe, no Picture, no Image, nor but a Sha- 
ow of thoſe four great Neceſſaries, ſo that it cannot be pre- 
ended with any truth, that they Have any the Leaſt Form of 
hem whatſoever; The Truth is, we muſt have the Living 
pubſtantial Forms, that we may Worſhip God not in Lifeleſs 
diadow, nay that which is leſs than Shadow, but IN 
* SPIRIT AND IN TRUTH”. Our Strife is not there- 
cre about a Form of Words only; but for the Sabſtance of 
ings themſelves, which cannot be made to be preſent with 
s, by any thing leſs, than their Subſtantial Living Forms; 
nd when the Preacher ſhall be happy, as to prove that our 
Vid friends have Such Forms of the four Liturgick Neceſſaries, 
here will be an End of our Differences; in the mean time, 
Wicir refuſing ſuch Subſtantial Forms, is rejecting the miniſtra- 
lon of the Things themſelves ; and theirs is the Uncharit- 
bleneſs for Separating from the Communion of thoſe who 
"cently adminiſter them, by ſuch Subſtantial Forms, as 
be Catholick Church has Conſtantly uſed and practiſed. 
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Of their Agreement for a Private Mixture, 


SE e T. XLVIW. 


- 


iag appointed to enter into the Holy of Ho. 
lies once a Year, by himſelf alone, fo that 
the People were not ſuffer'd to ſee his mini. 
| ſtrations in that moſt Holy Place. But if this 
would prove any thing with Relation to our Prieſts mini. 
ſtrations at Our Chriſtian Altars, it would prove that the 2000 
Altar Service might entirely be Secreted and hid from the 
People, directly Contrary to Our Lord's firſt Inſtitution cf 
that moſt Solemn Worſhip, which he miniſtred openly end 
manifeſtly to his Congregation, the Apoſtles ; and which he 
commanded them to do as he had done, and therefore as nu. 
nifeſtly to the Communicants as he did: Beſides, this Secret- 
ing would be a Contradiction to the Command of the Hoh 
Ghoſt, with relation to the Eccleſiaſtical miniſtrations in Our 
Chriſtian Aſſemblies, which is, that our Bleſſing by the Spirit 
and Euchariſtizing * ſhould be ſo manifeſtly perform'd, i 
that even the Unlearned may be enabled to give his Aue 
thereto ; and that“ all things be done to Edifying” [i Cor. xiv, 
16. 26, ] which I am ſure, cannot be, when the Altar Ser. 
vice is Secreted from the Communicants. This then of the 
Jewiſh High-Prieſt, has no Reference to our Chriſtian Priel 
miniſtring at our Altars, or to any thing relating to the ſame, 
here on Earth; and therefore not at all, to the Mixture c 
Our Sacramental Cup, which of all the Parts of Our Alt 
Service is the worſt choſen by the Preacher, to be exemplified 
and defended by the Secret miniſtration of the High-Prieſt in 
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* That this has a peculiar Relation to the Altar Service, l. 
pears from the Holy Ghoſts uſeing the two Sacramental Grett 
words evaoyions and ey etets ia, | 
mond upon the place, and alſo the Greek of all the Texts aich 
recite the Inſtitution, viz. $t Matth. xxvi. 26, 27. St Matt 
XiV. 22, 23. & Luke xxii, 19. and 1 Cor. xi. 24. 
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See further Dr Han- 
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tre moſt Holy Place; becauſe, the new Agreement for a 
Private Mixture do's nct at all provide, that this Mixture 
fall be made and perfe rm'd at the Moſt Holy Place of the 
Altar, and no where elſe; for, according to their Agree- 
ment, they may mix the Cup where and when they will, 
ind by what Perſon they pleaſe, whether Prieſt or Laick, as 
is plain from the very Words of their own Agreement of 1732, 
4r.icle IV. Page 71. in which they determine neither 
1:4, time, nor Perſon, where, when, and by whom the 
peivate Mixture ſhall be made, and therefore is utterly diſſimi- 
lr from, and no ways parallel with the Secret Miniſtration of, 
the High-Prieſt, which was determin'd to be done by him 
only, and in no other Place than the Sandum Sanctorum, and 
u. no other time than on the Great day of Atonement Once 
2 Year. 
But further, totally to remove this Fallacy of the 
Jewiſh High-Prieſts miniſtration in the Moit Holy Place, 
brought in to defend the Secret miniſtration of Chriſtian Prieſts; 
it ſhould be obſerv'd, that the Holy Ghoſt in St Paul's 
Epiſtle to the Hebrews, has ſufticiently manifeſted to us, what 
| Part of our Chriſtian Diſpenſation, this points at, and how 
it was a Type of what Chriſt himſelf, Our Great High- 
prieſt, was in His own Perſon alone to fulfil for us, in the 
Higheſt Heaven; For there we find, Chap. ix. ver/. q. That 
all this “ was a Figure for the Time then preſent ; that, the 
Holy Ghoſt ſignified thereby, ver. 7, 8. that © the Way 
into the HOLIEST of al” [that is the Higheſt Heaven] 
« was not yet made manifeſt while as the firſt Tabernacle was 
« yet landing” That Chrift bei come an HIGH- 
« PRIEST , of good things to Come”. [ver. 11.] —— y 
* his Own Blood enter'd in ONCE, into the Holy Place” [the 
Higheſt Heaven far above all Heavens, Epheſ. iv. 10.] 
« having obtain'd Eternal Redemption for us,“ ver. 12. —— 
« For Chriſt is'not enter'd into the Holy Places made with 
* hands, which are the FIGURES OF THE TRUE, but in- 
* to Heaven itſelf, now to appear in the preſence of God for 
# 61” ver. 24. Nor yet that he ſhould offer himſelf - 
* often, as the HIGH PRIEST Entereth into the 
* HOLY PLACE every Year with Blood of others”, ver. 25. 
do again, Chap. x. ver. 19, 20, 21, 22. © Having therefore, 
** Brethren, Bolaneſs to enter into the HOLIEST ky the Blood of 
* Jeſus ; By a new and living Way which be hath conſecrated 
* for us THROUGH THE VAIL, that is to ſay his fleſh; 
Aud having an HIGH PRIEST over the Huuſe of God; Let 
l draw near with a True Heart, &c". From all which tis 
vident, that the Moſaic Holy of Holies, was a T'ype or 
igure of the Higheſt Heaven; That the High-Prieft 2 a 
| 1ype 
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14 
Type of Chriſt the High Prieſt over the Church of God; 
That the High- Prieſt's going alone once a Vear into the Holy 
of Holies, to make an Atonement with the Blood of other; 
was a Figure of Chriſt's aſcending alone into the Higheſt Hes. 
ven after he had ſhed his Blood for our Sins, there to appear 
in the Preſence of God for us; That the People and all others 
being excluded from entering into the moſt Holy Place, ſigni. 
fied that the Way into the Higheſt Heaven was not yet made 
manifeſt during the Moſaic Diſpenſation, that Chriſt himſelt 
was to Open the way thither by appearing there alone in the 
Preſence of God to intercede for us by the infinite Merits of 
his Sacrifice; He alone is there, the Proper Meritorious Ne- 
diator between God and Man, executing the Peculiar Ofice 
of his HIGH PRIESTHOOD in our behalf; No One ele 
of Our Spiritual Jae is admitted thither to perform thi 
moſt Exalted miniſtration; and None of his People are 23 
yet to Enter into that moſt Holy-Place, till he ſhall come 
again and take them unto himſelf, that where he is, there 
they may be alſo [St John XIV. 2. 3.] 

This Appropriate min.'tration of the moſt merciful High- 
Prieſt of our Profeſhon, Chrift Feſus, in the Holieſt of all, 
the Higheſt Heaven, is the completion and fulfilling of that 
which was prefignified, and pretypified of him, and of him 
only, by the Moſaic High-Prieſt's miniſtration in the San4un 
Sanforum; And there is no part of Divine Revelation, 
which teaches us, that ſuch the Moſaic High - Prieſt's mini- 
ſtration was any thing at all Typical, or Exemplary, of what 
Our Chriſtian Biſhops and Prieſts are to perform with Rela- 
tion to their miniitrations at Our Altars here on Earth; and 
therefore, the Preachers endeavour to defend his Parties Clan- 
deſtine Agreement for a Private Mixture, by this Moſaic In- 
ſtance, is altogether groundleſs without any Foundation, and 


Conſequently of no real Service to the Purpole for which he 
ſtrangely produc'd it, | 


FXLIX. The Preacher has yet another Aim at deſending their 
Private Mixture, and that is, the Example of the modern Greet 
Church's Curtain drawn round their Altars, ſo that the People 
[he ſays] cannot ſee the mixture made at thoſe Altars. 

But in Anſwer to this, the Greek's Curtain, is no Cover- 
ing ſufficient to hide the Shame and Deformity, of his Par- 
ty's Agreement for a Private Mixture; Becauſe, 1ſt, the Greet 
Church never was, like the Preachers new Party, an Enemy 


to the Mixture, and therefore their Curtain gives no Cauſe of 


SUSPICION againſt the Truth and Reality of their mixing the 
Cup; 2dly, The Greek Church never was [like . ſo 
| Hetrodox 
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Heterodox as to affirm, that the Mixture is no Part of Our Sa- 
40e Inſtitution". 3dly, The Greek Church never iſſued Out 
in Order prohibiting the Uſe of the Mixture as an unlawful 
thing, which that Party have done ; and therefore, the Greek 
Communicants are under no Apprehenſions that their Curtain 
is to Screen or Hide from them the Sight of a Practice 
een d Unlawful ; 4tbly, The Greek Curtain, is not the re- 
falt ol An Agreement made by the Orthodox Greeks with any 
ſuch Enemies of the Mixture, in Compliance with their En- 
mity or falſe Prejudices, againſt the Neceſſity of mixing the 
6:cramental Cup; as Our Deſerter's Clandeſtine Agreement 
{ra Private Mixture moſt certainly is; whereby the Dignity 
of a Divine Inſtitution is miſerably debaſed, its UN- 
DOUBTED CERTAIN MINISTRAT ION in the Church 
ſorſaken, and deliver'd up to the Arbitrary Will and Pleaſure 
of its profeſsꝰd Enemies, conſequently to be Male- treated b 
them, not only as an Indifferent Thing, but as Unlawful by 
the Laws of God and Man; to be therefore hidden as a pro- 
hibited Work of Darkneſs which cannot bear the Light ; and 
ſo at laſt to be deſpiſed and rejected of Men, as its Bleſſed 
Lord and Maſter was, by thoſe who knew him not. All this 
makes an [Infinite diſparity between their Private Agreement, 
and the Greeks Curtain ; and therefore this Curtain which 
is not Sullied with thoſe Scandalous Circumſtances, is altoge- 
ther unſuitable for a Screen to hide the foulneis of that Re- 
volting Agreement. 


IL. He further tries to defend their Agreement for a Pri- 
vate Mixture, by Our Viſitation of the Sick, who, when 
they receive the Holy Sacrament, which was firſt Conſecrated 
at Church, do not See the mixture made. But this will not 
ſupport his Cauſe, for, ſuch Sick Perſons are members of a 
Church, whoſe Biſhops and Prieſts avowed Principle is, that 
the Mixture is the Inititution of Chriſt, and therefore Neceſſa- 
ry; In their Health they [theſe Sick Perſons] have been uled 
% ce the mixture made, and by Order of Rubrick too, io 
publickly in the Church, that in Caſe of any forgetfulneſs 
of the Prieſt to make the mixture, his miſtake mult be cor- 
rected by the prompting of ſome or other of the Congre- 
gation, before he could proceed any further ; all this gives 
luch Perſons Security, that they have no reaſen to Suſpelt the 
Want of the Mixture; But if any one's Scruple ſhould, not- 
withſtanding, be ſo great, as to deſire the Mixture to be 
made before his Face, there is no Pious Prieſt who would re- 
tuſe the performance of the whole Altar Service, and mix and 
Conſecrate anew in his Preſence, rather than ſuffer the Scru- 
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People of a Congregation were not preſent at the Ordination 
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ple to remain upon him; all and every thing of this, is utter. 
ly wanting in their New Agreement for a Private Mixture, 


and therefore 'tis not at all parallel to the Caſe of our Sick itt, * 
Communicants Acquieſcence in the mixture made at Church; of hi 
for our old friend's firſt Principle that the mixture is UN. 7 
LAWFUL, and now at beſt that it is but an INDIE PE. Cr. 
RENT CEREMONV, give but too much CAUSE T0 Edit 
SUSPECT, that they may repent of and therefore breit * 
their Agreement upon the Account of its ſuppos'd Unlay. whic 


fulneſs ; or elſe, that they may be Careleſs and Negligent in 
the Performance of it, conſidering how common this is 
known to be, with reſpect to INDIFFERENT CEREM0. 
NIES, tho? enjoin'd by the Stricteſt Rubricks ; And the Rex 
fon for Suſpicion is {till the greater, becauſe they have not ſo 
much as any RUBRICK WHATSOEVER, that enjoins or 
obliges him who miniſters to mix the Cup; This being wholly 
left to the Arbitrary Will and Pleaſure, or at beſt to no more 
than the frail uncertain Memory of a Man, whether the mix- 
ture ſhall be made or no. There is nothing at all like theſe 
dangerous Uncertainties in the Caſe of our Adminiſtring the 
mix'd Cup to the Sick, who See it not mix'd at Church; the 
Caſes are no ways parallel, and therefore, conſidering with 
whom we deal, their Agreement for a Private mixture, ought 
not to- be received, for want of that SECURITY which 
ought to be given for the conſtant performance of it, by thoſe 
who are the KNOWN ENEMIES its neceſſity, as the lu. 
ftitution of Chriſt ; Nothing Leſs than An Open making of 
the Mixture, being a ſufficient Security that ſuch Perſons do 
really and in truth make it, every time they miniſter the 
Holy Sacrament. | 
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$ LI. I muſt here by way of Digreſſion from the Preach: 
er's diſcourſe, anſwer another Objection has been Started in 
favour of this Private Mixture; and 'tis thus, That tho' all the 


of the Prieſt who miniſters to them, yet 'tis very reaſonable 
they ſhould attend his Miniftrations. —— This is very true, 
but no ways applicable to their Private mixture ; becauſe, 
there's a very wide Difference between the Caſe of the 
Man's Ordination to miniſter, and the Caſe of the miniſtrati- 
ons he is to perform afterwards in the Church of God ; Every 
Congregation of Chriſtians to whom he ſhall miniſter, can- 
not poſſibly be preſent at his Ordination; this is Self-Evident, 
and therefore *tis impoſſible for him to be bound to procure 
the Preſence of them all, at the time and place of his Ordins- 


tion; But the Sacred Miniſtrations he is afterwards to 1 
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; the Church, are by the Indiſpenſible Canons of the Holy 
Ghoſt Bound upon him, to perform and execute them, 
|, To the Glory of God, and 2dly, To the Ediſication 
of his Church, as is. inconteſtibly evident from 1 Pet. iv. 11. 
55. i, 21. Eph. iv. 12. 1 Cor. xiv. 26. 2 Cor. x. 8. and 2 
Cr, xii. 19. [See Pag. 7, 8, 9.] which Glory of God, and 
Fiiication of his Church, mult be, by the anifeſt, plain, 
en Miniftration of God's Neceſſary Liturgick Truths [of 
which the Mixture is One] in the Church of Chriſt, where- 
erer the Ordained Prieſt ſhall miniſter. The Caſes there- 
"re are utterly diſſimilar and no ways Parallel to one another, 
The One being a Caſe of Impoſſibility to the Prieſt and Peo- 
ple, and the other, a Caſe within their Power and Capacity , 
Conſequently, the reaſonableneſs of Our acquieſcing in the 
Miniltrations of a Prieſt at whoſe Ordination 'twas impoſſible 
for us to be preſent, do's not infer any Reaſon for Our Acquieſ- 
ang in that Private Unſeen Mixture, which we have Power 
and Capacity to See, which the Prieſt has Ability, and in 
Duty is bound to make manifeſt to us, and which he, con- 
mary to that Duty he owes to the Glory of God and the 
Edification of his Church, ſtudiouſly hides from our Know- 
ledge, and which we Ourſelves, it may be, contribute to his hid- 
ing, either through our ſupine Careleſſneſs and Negligence, 
wantof Chriſtian Zeal for the Divine Inſtitution, or a Baſe Com- 
pliance with the modern Private Judgment of Fanciful Men; 
And upon the whole, what can be pleaded in defence 
of this Agreement for a Private Mixture under theſe un- 
happy Circumſtances, where no Repentance has been mani- 
felted, for the Indignities which have been put upon the 
Divine Inſtitution of the mix'd Cup ? For, let the Parties to 
this Agreement mean what they will, Tis in Fact and Rea- 
ty a TRIMMING AGREEMENT 3; It hides the Mix- 
ture [by its Privacy] from thoſe who have an Averſion againſt 
i, and ſo they are not offended with the Sight thereof, and 
conſequently may fancy that they have it not ; and on the 
other hand, it ſooths ſome who deſire to have it, by agreeing 
that it ſhall be privately mix'd ; for this gives them ſome faint 
hopes [tho' not Certain] that the Inſtitution ſhall be fulfill'd, 
nich which the eaſily Credulous may chance to be contented 3 
But, as all Trimming in ſuch Caſes is a Diſparagement to the 


Truth ; ſo 'tis here; The Reality and 'Fruth of the Mixture, 
8 as much hidden from the attending Congregation, as if it 
were not made at all; which not only buries the Practice in 
Obſcure Darkneſs, but endangers the Loſs of it, either now or 
to future Poſterity, for the Reaſons afore-mentioned ; This en- 
courages and gives Strength to the 1 againſt the Prac- 

dice 
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| tice, while it is ſo debaſed, as that it MUST Nor Ap 
PEAR ; for, what is this but treating it as ſomething of a li. 
and Ignoble Nature, not fit and proper to appear in the Oo 
light, by Reaſon of its oppoſition to ſome Juſt and Ripkte 
ous Law ? For no Reaſon Can be pretended for laying aſide 
the Publick Practice, but its contrariety to Some ſuch Law or 
other. And thus this Trimming Agreement for a Private Mix- 
ture, [like all other Trimming in Sacred Matters] Diſco. 
rages, and Diſcountenances the Truth, and promotes the Pre. 
valence of the Contrary Error; The Enemies of the Mixture 
have the Pleaſure of not SEEING it Reſtor'd, and ſo are 
confirm'd ſome of 'em in their falſe Notion of its No Neceſſi 
and others, of its unlawfulneſs; and on the other hand, the 
Aﬀertors of its Neceſſity as the Inſtitution of Chriſt have ng 
Certainty of its being reſtor'd, but are always ſure that it is 
buried in Obſcurity and Darkneſs, as a thing not fit or wor- 
thy to be expos'd to the Open Light. 
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Of Prayer for the Dead. 


SECT. II. 


FJ HE Preacher teaches his Audience, that he 
bos NOT SEE that the Church of Ex 
——R /a:d's Title, or rather Preface, © Let ui 
« pray for the whole State of Chriſt's Church 
« MILITANT here in Earth”, do's er- 
clude Prayers for the Fathful departed ; 
= unleſs it run thus, Let us pray for the 

« whole State of Chriſt's Church militant here in Earth 
*« ONLY”, Thus in ſo ſhort a time as is elaps'd ſince bis 
writing his Neceſſity of an Alteration, he Sees not what he 
then did See; and this Variety and Alteration of Privat? 
Sight and Fudgment, is an belive Proof of the Fallacy of 
depending on it, and that neither his nor mine, nor any 
other Man's elſe, is a SUFFICIENT SURE RULE to go 
by, but that we muſt ſeek for a more Steady Guidance, 
The Publick Acts of the Church of England, compared 
with thoſe of the Holy Catholick Church. In anſwer there: 
fore to his not Seeing, 'Tis Evident that the Church of — 
nd'; 
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und's ſaid Preface, tho? it ſtands, without his Word ONLY, 
4s in Truth and Reality exclude Praying for the Dead, out 
of her Prayer for the whole State of Chriſt's Church; for, 
ter other Publick Acts themſelves, taken in Conjunction with 
this her particularixing Preface, do demonſtrate, that ſhe 
has done, and ſtil! do's, as much, as is Equivalent to her ad- 
ding the Word ONLY, to that Preface : Becauſe, when ſhe 
irt Reform'd from the Errors of Popery, Her Preface to her 
dad Prayer of Interceſſion, was not Stinted, but“ Let us 
« praye for the Whole State of Chriſtes Churche!!—— 
This was GENERAL and UNIVERSAL ; and according- 
Ir, ſhe pray'd for ALL the Members of the Church, Living 
and departed too —— agreeably with the Practice of the 
Holy Catholick Church. [See Dr Brett's Collection of Li- 
curgies, p. 131, 132.] She then had ao ſuch reſtraining par- 
ticularizing Terms as ** ni/itant here in Earth” annex'd to 
that Preface : But, Secondly, upon Complaints againſt her 
exending her Prayers ſo far as for the Dead She rejected, 
and expung'd her Prayers for them, out of that Prayer of 
Interceſſion ; and at the ſame time chang'd the aboveſaid 
UNIVERSAL Preface, into an Expreſs PARTICULAR 
One, not calling upon her Children to Pray for the Whole 
« State of Chriſt's Church“ as in her firſt Reformation, but 
to © Pray for the whole State of Chriſt's Church militant here 
« ix Earth” agrezably with her new Stinted Prayer of Inter- 
ceſion, wherein ſhe pray'd for none but the Living only, as 
any one may SEE in that Prayer : So that, this CHANGE 
was exactly equivalent to her ſaying © militant bere in 
Earth ONLY”. Thirdly, [which more Confirms this,] 
She a Little after, publiſh'd her Doctrines expreſsly againſt 
Prayers for the Dead, as I have prov'd, p. 26, 27, 28. to which 
ſhe enjoin'd her Clergy to Aſſent and Subſcribe ; This was 
a further eſtabliſhment of ** militant here in Earth ONLY” : 
Fourthly, Theſe Doctrines, and This Particularizing Preface 
remaining ſtill the Publick Acts of the Church of England, 
The Laſt Reviewing Convocation ſubſcribing to thoſe Doc- 
tines, eltabliſh'd again the ſame STINTED PREFACE, 
and did not inſert any Petition in that Stinted Prayer, that 
an with good Senſe be interpreted to be a Petition for the 
Dead, as the Preacher himſelf has very well prov'd, in his 


Neceſſity of an Alteration, to which I have referr'd in Page 
80 28,45. of theſe Papers; and which I have alſo prov'd in my 
Ce, foregoing Pages. And 'tis contrary to common Senſe to ſup- 
red pole the Church of England will acknowledge, that She is 


Inon/tent with herſelf in her own Publick Ads; namely, 


That She any where in that Prayer puts up a Petition for the 
L 2 Dead, 
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Dead, directly Contrary to her own Expreſs Doctrine which 
is againſt this very Practice; and Conſequently upon all chef 
Conſiderations, Her ſaid Preface as it now ſtands, dy'; ex 
clude the Dead, even though ſhe do's not Word it mila, 
here in Earth ONLY;] for, ſhe had no Occaſion to wy 
the Word ONLY, when ſhe had by her Explicite AG u. 
jetted and expunged all Petition for tha Dead out of that ve 
Prayer, at the ſame time as ſhe made this New Preface, 
Title and Invitation, to ſhew the Extent and Limits of thy 
Prayer upon occaſion of Complaint that it was too Extenſy» 
before: Much leſs had ſhe occaſion to put the Word ONLY 
when ſhe had eſtabliſh'd Her Doctrines againſt the Pradlice 
and had enjoin'd Her Clergy to aſſent and Subſcribe to whole 
Doctrines. 
To illuſtrate this matter a little further. The Church cf 
France has now in her publick Liturgy a Prayer of Confeſſion 
of Sins to God, and to the Saints departed, Suppoſe then, that 
a Complaint in France againſt this Confeſſion to the Saints, 
ſhould ariſe, and be ſo far puſh'd, as to Cauſe that Church, 
to Expunge and throw all Confeſſion to the Saints, out 
of That Prayer of Confeſhon, and Leave nothing remain. 
ing but Conſeſſion to God; and over and above this, to 
Satisſie the Complainants, ſhould Prefix and Enjoin a Part. 
cular Invitatory Preface to this Reform'd Confeſſion, always 
to be loudly utter'd by the Prieſt, Saying, ** Let us Confei 
„ o4r Sins to God“: would not Every Reaſonable Man con- 
clude, that the Church of France, by this her Preface, and 
her rejecting Cen to the Saints in the following Prayer 
of Confeſſion, all made and done by her upon Occaſion of 
that Complaint ; I ſay, would not every Man of Senſe believe, 
that by all this, the Church of France would Limit and Con- 
fine That Confeſſion of Sins to God alone? And would ſhe 
not very ſtrongly Confirm this Belief, if in a little time after, 
ſhe ſhould ſhew ſuch an Averſion to the former Practice 0 
Confeſſing Sins to the Departed Saints, as by her Publick 
Acts to Oppoſe that Practice in her Doctrine, and enjoin all 
her Clergy to Subſcribe and give their aſſent and Conſent to 
it? I doubt not we ſhou'd juſtly Conclude, that her Preface, 
Let us Corfefs our Sins to Grd” attended with all thele 
additional Circumſtances, would amount to no Leſs thin 
* Let us Confeſs cur Sins to God ONLY". But enough 0! 
this, the thing Speaks itſelf, all theſe Circumſtances attend 
the Church of E9/and's Preface Let us Pray for the whit 
* State of Chris Church MILLITANT HERE IN 
* EARTH". and therefore, for the ſame Reaſons, tis no Leß 
in good Senſe and honeſt ConftruQion, than . Let 1. 1 
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« fir the whole State of Chriff's Church MILITANT here in 
« Farth ONLY”. There wants no Nicety of Eye-Sight 
io ſee this, by that Light which the Church of England 
herſelf holds out to us; we muſt wink very hard, even to 
wilfall Blindneſs itſelf, in Oppoſition to her Publick Acts, 
not to See it. 


F S H D AP AP TY © 
Of the Invocation, | 


SE CT, UI 


s to the Invocation, he teaches, that * Their 
Declaration, and INTENTION are Tanta- 
Sl © mount to the word BLESS, which was all 

my © the Alteration Mr Collier deſired in the Propo- 

ali might be made in the Conſecration Pray- 
_ a" % And that a Bleſſing is in- 
« plied in that Prayer”. But with the Preachers Leave, two 


of his Doctrines here, will not ſtand the Teſt ; iſt. His 


Doctrine that Their Declaration and Intention are Tanta- 
naunt to the word BLESS”; For, The Word BLESS [as 
dchr'd by Mr Cp/lier] would have been an Explicite, Ex- 
preſs Prayer, for a Blefling upon the Elements themſelves ; 
Mr. Collier would have had it BLESS Theſe thy Creatures 
* of Bread and Wine", &c. [See Dr Bret?'s Diſſertation, p. 
361.] The Preſent Prayer without this Word BLESS, is no 
ſuch Explicite, Expreſs Prayer for a Blefling upon the Ele- 
ments themſelves ; and therefore, it falls ſhort of, and can- 
not be Tantamount, that is equal to, an Expreſs Prayer by 
the Word BLESS ; Except Men will affirm, that EXPRESS 
and NOT EXPRESS are in every reſpect Equal to One 
another, which is as great an Abſurdity as to ſay, That a 
part is Equal to the whole. Their Declaration and Intention 
[not accompanied with any Alteration of the Thing about 
which they intend] cannot poſſibly Change the Nature of that 
Thing ; but their Declaration and Intention is not accompa- 
nied with any ALTERATION of the preſent Prayer; there - 
rag their Declaration ang Intention cannot poſſibly change 
ne Nature of That Prayer. 'The Nature of that Prayer 
E the Word BLESS] is not Tantamount.or Equal to 
te Nature of that Prayer with the Addition of BLESS ; 


There- 
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Therefore Their Declaration and Intention cannot 
make That DefeQtive Prayer, Tantamount of Equal 
Prayer with the Word BLESS. Thus much for Mr C 


poſſibly 
to the 


lier 


de ſire to add the Word BLESS. 

And now, Since the Preacher takes Refuge under Mr Col. 
lier's Propoſal ; and further (as I am inform'd) gives out 
that If that moſt Reverend Prelate were now living, he would 
come in to, and cloſe with the Articles of their Clandeſtine 
Agreement; I mult, to 1 to the Reputation of that 
Excellent Perſon and in Oppoſition to the Preacher's Re. 
port of him, Let my Brethren See his laſt Thoughts con- 
cerning Articles of Union with our old friends, declar d by 
himſelf to his Wife about 12 or 14 days before his Death in 
Words to this Effect, as I have it in a Letter under her hand, 
ſign'd Cecilia Collier. Says he, a 


My Dear, T am going, and IT thank God I have n1. 
« thing upon my Spirits or Conſcience, to make me uneaſy, con- 
« cerning our Old friends: I have done my Duty in Reſtoring 
« thoſe things to the Church : And alths' they left us, I have 
ce done all I could to Unite again, but to no Purpoſe ; and I de- 
* clare, was it to do again, I would never ſtoop ſo LOW t 
« them as I have done.” 


Theſe Dying Words of that Good Man ſhew his juſt 
diſlike of the Propoſals he had made, that he eſteem'd em too 
Low for what they ought to have been; inſomuch, as that he 
would never propoſe So Low as he had done, if he were to 
make them Propoſals again: And this fully proves (againſt our 
Preacher) that he would never have Cloſed with their Clan- 
deſtine Fanciful Scheme which Sinks vaſtly lower than any 
thing that he ever propos'd, as it dwindles away into Nothing 
but a TOTAL RETURN to that Breach of Catholick Uni- 
ty in Our Worſhip, wherein we were formerly involv'd; 
and which cannot poſſibly be healed and made up by their 
Practice, which is as much Uncatholick as before. 


2dly, The other Doctrine aſſerted by the Preacher is, that 
« a Bleſſing is IMPLIED in that Prayer,” 'viz. their pre. 
ſent Prayer; [Here he muſt mean, the BLESSING requir'd 


by the Inſtitution, otherwiſe he ſays Nothing :] This I have 
aid will not ſtand the Teſt: And the Reaſon is, becaule 


there is No Medium whereby to get at the knowledge of 
the CERTAINTY of his affirm'd Implication ; I fay the CER- 
TAINTY of it, becauſe, if it is not Certain, It cannot be of 


any uſe to the Church, who ought to be Certain of 4 ord 
" me 


os 
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pleat Conſecration, by That Bleſſing which the Inſtitution en- 
pins; for, ſhe muſt not pretend to Serve God with a Doubt- 
ing Service : The Certainty then of this pretended Implica- 
nen muſt be ſought for; but it cannot be really found, if it 
b not NECESSARILY contain'd in the Words of their Pre- 
ſent Prayer; for, if it is not Neceſarily there, the Suppoſi- 
tion of having found it in thoſe Words, ſtands only upon a 
Precarious and Uncertain Foundation, and ſo the Suppoſition 
of finding this Implication will be but Precarious and Uncer- 
uin too. Let us then Try, whether the pretended Implica- 
tion is NECESSARILY contain'd in the preſent Prayer or 
no; By comparing this Prayer, 1ſt, With the BLESSING 
in the Inſtitution 3 2dly, With the Prayers of the Catholick 
Church; 3dly, With the Prayer which was rejected and 
thrown Out, and upon what Occaſion, to make room for 
the preſent Prayer; and Athly, With the Underſtanding of 
Unprejudiced, and Learned Men, whoſe diligent Judgment, 
muſt have Center'd in this pretended Implication, if it is 
ccſarily contain'd in the Words of the Preſent Prayer. 


Firſt, The Bleſſing in the Inſtitution is manifeſt enough; 
for, Our Lord after he had Eulogized, or Bleſſed, that is, 
pray'd for a Bleſſing upon the Elements, affirm'd of them, BE- 
FORE DISTRIBUTION, This is my Body, this is my 
Blood ; "Tis therefore juſt and reaſonable to conclude, that 
they were made His Body and Blood, not barely by his 
afirming they were ſo, but alſo, by the Omnipotent Agency 
of God, procur'd by this Prayer for a Bleſſing upon them; 
for, they could not be ſo in their own Original Nature; they 
Could not be So by Human Deſignation and Appointment, 
things of ſo high and poſitive a Nature being Solely at the 
Diſpoſition of the Supreme Will of God; Our Saviour [as 
Man] was at that time miniſtring Subordinately to his Father, 
whole Will he perfectly knew and came to perform; and 
therefore Conſidering Our Lord's Subordinate Miniſtration, 
and the Nature of Things themſelves, this his Prayer to his 
Father, was for ſuch a Bleſſing on the Elements, as that they 
might be advanced to the Supernatural Dignity of Being 
mace his Body and Blood, for all the Glorious Purpoſes of 
that Divine Inſtitution, which He as the Apoſtle of his Fa- 
ther was about to appoint and eſtabliſh: upon the Whole. 
This Inſtitution mo Evidently demonſtrates, that the Ele- 
ments were made the Body and Blood Chriſt, before he gave 
them to be eaten and drank by his Apoſtles; they muſt 
thzrefore NOW be made His Body and Blood, before they 
ae diltributed to the Communicants 3 they cannot be made 


ſo, 


N 
ſo, by the Agency of Man, the Omnipotent Power of Goa 
only, mult be apply'd to for this Supernatural purpoſe ; this 
Application muſt be by Prayer; therefore this Prayer of Ble. 
ſing muſt be, to make the Elements Chriſt's Body and Blood; 
and to be So, before the Communicants eat and drink «| 
them, as they moſt notoriouſly were in the Inſtitution : from 
whence it follows, that the Prayer Grant that we receiving 
% theſe thy Creatures of Bread and Wine", being a Praye,, 
which do's not beg that theſe Creatures, may be made, or 
may become, or may be changed into, any thing at all, before | 
the Act of receiving them; I ſay, from hence it follows, that 
this Prayer, is not a Prayer for That Bleſſing, That Supernz. 
tural Bleſſing, which the Inſtitution requires the Element; 
themſelves to have, viz. to be the Body and Blood of Chrit, 
before the Act of receiving them; and therefore, this Pray. 
er has nothing that implies the Bleſſing which the Element 
had in the Inſtitution, 
Will any One ſay, that Our receiving theſe Creature: if 
Bread and Wine makes them (by the Inſtitution ) to be 
the Body and Blood of Chriſt ; and that this we pray for in 
the preſent Prayer? To ſuch I anſwer, that there's no 
foundation for this in the Inſtitution ; Our Lord never told his 
Apoſtles, that their Eating and Drinking the Bread and Wine, 
ſhould make that Bread and Wine to be his Body and Blocd: 
He firſt Bleſſed and obtain'd from his Father, that the Bread 
and Wine were His Body and Blood, before the Diſtribution; 
for, before his Apoſtles eat and drank of em, hefaid, «THIS 
«« IS MY BODY“, THIS IS MY BLOODY. He did 
not ſay, This by your Eating Shall be my Body, this by your 
Drinking ſhall be my Blood; there's nothing like this in our 
Lord's Inſtitution; and therefore, the Apoſtle's Eating and 
Drinking of them contributed nothing at all (by the Inſtitu- 
tion) to make the Elements of Bread and Wine, to be the 
Body and Blood of Chriſt, the ſaid Elements being his Body 
and Blood before they Eat and Drank of them; Conſequently, 
Our Eating and Drinking the Bread and Wine now, do's not 
in the lealt Contribute (by the Inſtitution) to make them to 
be Chriſt's Body and Blood ; and therefore, to pray that Our 
Eating and Drinking them, may make them to be, or to be- 
come, or to be changed into, his Body and Blood, would be 
a Novel fancy, no other than Vill Worſhip, and utterly foreign 
w the Divine Inſtitution of the Holy Sacrament. So that, it 
this were ſas indeed it is not] the Implication of the pre- 
ſent Prayer [Grant that we receiving, Kc.“ ] it would not at 
all Implie the Bleſſing which the Inſtitution requires, 1g. 
to make the Elements to be the Body and Blood of Chrilt, 
before the Act of receiving them. But, 

Secondly, 
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gecondly, By comparing the preſent Prayer, with the 
em ſentient Invocations of the Catholick Church [the Beſt Evi- 
gence for the Scripture Senſe of our Lord's Bleſſing on the 
Elements] 'tis manifeſt, that this Prayer has no Implication 
of a Petition for that BLESSING, which thoſe Invocati- 
ans pray'd for. The Preſent Prayer, is, „“ Grant that we 
« receiving theſe thy Creatures of Bread and Wine, &c. may 
« bo Partakers of his MOST BLESSED BODY AND 
« BLOOD”. 

In this Prayer tis manifeſt, that, in the very Act it ſelt of 
RECELVING, the Bread and Wine are plainly diſtinguiſhed 
and different from that moſt Bleſſed Body and Blood, which 
they pray to be Partakers of ; Therefore, the Bread and 
Wine, are not That Same Body and Blood from which 
they differ and are diſtinguiſh'd ; If the Preacher will ſay. 
that the Elements are that Body and Blood by implication, 
then it will follow, that his Implied Prayer is This, Grant 
that we receiving Chriſts moſt Bleſſed Body and Blood, may be 
Partakers of his moſt Bleſſed Body and Blood ; which Dr 
Brett himſelf has told the World is a NONSENSICAL 
« INTERPRETATION” [See the Preface to his Diſcourſe 
concerning the Neceſſity of Diſcerning the Lord's Body in 
the Holy Communion, p. XX.] But if to Eſcape this 
Nonſenſe, the Preacher will ſay, that the Prayer Grant 
« that we receiveing” &. do's by implication pray that 
Our Receiving the Bread and Wine may be 'THE MEANS 
of Our Receiving the Body and Blood; even then he will 
confirm what I juſt now obſerved, that the Bread and Wine 
are not That Same Body and Blood; becauſe, the Mears and 
the End cannot poſhbly be One and the ſame thing ; the 
MEANS, according to this Suppoſition, would be Bread 
and Wine, and the END would be the Body and Blood; 
tnerefore, the Means and the End being not One and the 
ſame thing, the Bread and Wine are not One and the ſame 
thing with the Body and Blood ; conſequently the Bread and 
Wine are not the Body and Blood pray'd to be received. It 
remains therefore, that the Body and Blood of Chriſt which 
this Petition prays we may be Partakers of, are that very 
Body and Blood of his, which the Bread and Wine are not; 
and conſequently, it prays to be Partakers of no other than 
His Natural Body and Blood now Gloriftigd in Heaven. 
Thereſore the Implication in this Prayer, is, That we re- 
ci'ving the Creatures of Bread and Wine may be Partakers of 
Chriſt's Glorified Body and Blood in Heaven; which do's 
not neceſſarily implie that the Bread and Wine themſelves, 
may be Chriſt's Body and Blood here on Earth at the gg 
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that we may partake of them; becauſe, to be Partakers gf 
Chriſt's MOST BLESSED Body and Blood, which are in 
Heaven, is not the very Same, with our being Partaker: of 
his Body and Blood, which, by the Inſtitution, ought to be 
here on Earth at the Altar; for, the Church of Eng/iy/ 
(whoſe this Prayer is,) teaches, that we can partake of the 
former, when we do not partake of the Latter, as I haye 
already noted in Pag. 28, 29. and conſequently, ſhe teaches 
that the One is not individually the ſame with the other: 
And therefore her preſent Prayer © That we receiving“ 
« Bread and Wine” —— © may be Partakers of his MOST | 
« BLESSED Body and Blood”, {which no Chriſtian can deny 
are really in Heaven] do's not neceſſarily implie, that ſhe 
thereby prays, that the ſaid Bread and Wine themſelves here 
on Earth may be His Body and Blood, as the Inſtitution 
requires, and the Primitive Catholick Church always pray: 
Thus for Example [In Dr Brett's own Collection of her 
Liturgies. ] 


The Clementine Liturgy, the moſt Primitive and Bet 
Standard of all other Liturgies, prays to God the Father, 
That the Holy Ghoſt “ may make this Bread the Body if 
&« thy Chriff, and this Cup the Blood of thy Chrif". 


pag. 10. 


St James's Liturgy, © That” —— © he may Sanftify ard 
e make this Bread the Holy Body of thy Chriſt” — 
* And this Cup the Precious Blood of thy Chriſt.” pag. 18. 


St Mark's © Send down thine Holy Spirit" —— “ pm F, 
ce theſe Loaves and theſe Cups, that the Almighty God nay 
« Sanctiſy, and throughly Conſecrate them” —— © making 
« the Bread the Body'' —— © And the Cup the Blond of tht 
« New Teſtament of our Lord himſelf” —— Feſus Cbriſ' — 


pag. 38. 


St John Chryſiſtom's Liturgy — * Send down thine Hi 
t Spirit upon” &« rheſe Gifts lying before the“ — 
* make this Bread the Precious Body of thy Chriſt" — 
« And what is in this Cup, the precious Blood of thy Chriſt 
changing them by thy Holy Spirit”. pag. 45, 40. « 4} 


St Bafils Liturgy e Send down thine Holy Spiri“ « 4} 
& upon theſe Gifts, to Bleſs, to Sanfify, and to Perfect then 6 4 
*« make this Bread the Precious Body of Our Lord, dil 

© God, and Saviour Feſus Chriſt" —— © Aud this 75 - 
| & Pre 
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« Precious Blood of our Lord, our God, and Saviour Feſus 
« Chriſt — © changing them by thy Holy Spirit”. pag. 
62, 63. 


St Bazil's other Liturgy “ Send down thine Holy Spirit“ 
« upon theſe Gifts, lying before thee, to bleſs them and make 
« them the Holy of Holies" that he may make this 
« Bread the Holy Body of our Lord, our God and Saviour Jeſus 
« Chriſt, — “and this Cup the Precious Blood of our Lord, 
« f God, and Saviour Jeſus Chriſt”, pag. 74. 


The Ethiopian Liturgy ** Send down the Holy Spirit and 
« Pymuer upon this Bread, and upon this Cup, that he may 
« make them both the Body and Blood of our Lord and Savi- 
« cur Jeſus Chriſt'', pag. 86. 


Neftorins's Liturgy © That the Grace of thine Holy Spirit 
« may come down, devell, and reſt, upon this Sacrifice” —— 
« that it may Santtify, and make it, viz. this Bread and 
« this Cup the Body and Blood of Our Lord Jeſus Chriſt, 
« changing and ſanfifying them by thins Holy Spirit", 
pag. 100. 


Severus's Liturgy © Send down” — © thy Spirit” 
« upon theſe Offerings” * that this Bread may be made 
« the Life-giving, Heavenly, Saving Body both of cur Souls 
*« and. Bodies, even the Body of our Lord, our God and Savi- 
« our Jeſus Chriſt“; — “ And the mixture in this Cup” — 
« the Life-giving Saving Blood, even the Blood of our Lord 
* cur Grd and King of all, Feſus Chriſ?”. pag. 106. 


The Roman Miſſal, [Notwithſtanding all the Faults and 
kad Corruptions of that Church] prays ** Which Oblation 
* 4 thou, O God, we beſeech thee, wouchſafe to render, in 
* all reſpets, Bleſſed, Approved, Effectual, Reaſonable, Ac: 
* ceptable, that IT may be MADE unto us the BODY AND 
* BLOOD of thy moſt beloved Son our Lard Feſus Chriſt”, 
Pag. 123. | | 


The Church of England's firſt Reformed Liturgy “ Vith 
* thy holy Spirite and Warde vouchſafe to Bleſs and Sanfifie 
" tveſe thy Gyftes and Creatures of Breade and Wyne, that 
« they maye be unto us the Bodye and Bloud of thy moſte 
* gerely beloved Sonne Jeſus Chriſte", pag 133. 


M 2 The 


be may make this Bread the Body of thy Chriſt, and this 


The Comraunion Office [now uſed by us} “ gen dun 
„ thine Holy Spirit”, &c.) —— “ upon this Sacrific, bf 


* Cup the Blood of thy Chriſt.” _F 


=; 
* 


Thus far in the Doctor's own Collection of Liturgies; andi 
in the other Numerous Liturgies not collected by him, »;-M 
no leſs than Forty three Liturgies more in Renaudot ius CoM 
lection, Vol. T. - - pag. 16. 31. 48. and 105. and 7}. 77 
from pag. 33, to pag. 621. [all which I have carefully ex 
amin'd.] The Invocation of the Holy Spirit to Blels thei 
Elements themſelves, that they may be made, or may be — 
what the Inſtitution Neceſſarily ſhews they muſt be, »;» MM // 
the Body and Blood of Chriſt, is ſo plain and manifeſt, u ges 
he who runs may read it; all which is Wanting in the pri 
ſent Prayer of the Preacher's Liturgy, which Contains nof 
thing that can juſtly be term'd praying for the F 
ments themſelves to be made, or to be, or to be chang'd int 
any thing at all; and therefore this Prayer do's not neceſi bent 
farily imply the Bleſſing of the Inſtitution 3 which furthe e. 
appears, | _—__ 

Thirdly, By Comparing this Prayer, with That which wi 
rejected and thrown out, to make room for it; and by conf 
ſidering the Occaſion upon which this was done. The O00 
cation, Doctor Brett, as An Hiſtorian, ſin the xv Paz: I 
the Preface to his Diſcourſe concerning the Neceſſity of di N 
cerning the Lord's Body in the Holy Communion] tells 2 
was this; that © Bucer and Martyr, zealous Calvin © i: 
« being ſent for over hither to Spoil our Reformation, &us 
«© Communicu Office, and particularly the CONSECR AM "tir 
*© TION PRAYER was alter'd, fo as to make it AG bes 
* ABLE to the CALVINIST DOCTRINE of the Ea": 
* chariff, which it was befere altogether IRRECONCINS tn 
BLE to”. This was the Occaſion ; the Doctor imm nd. 
diately proceeds to a Compariſon of the two Prayers and tl! 
Hiſtory of rejecting the firſt and introducing the preſen {ave 
iays he, “ Then inftead of deſiring the Holy Ghoſt might bi 
* and Sartify the Bread and the Cup, and MAKE THER 
*®© the BODY and BLOOD of Chriſt, We were taught 
pray, that we receiving theſe thy Creatures of Bread Len 
Mine according to thy Son our Saviour Feſus Chriſt's H Au 

*« Inflitution, may be Partakers of his Body and Blu 

That is“ [fays the Doctor,] “ that by eating the Bral 

„Rand drinking the Wine, we may partake of Chriſt's all 

„ tural Body and Blood which is in Heaven; which is e {nc 

„ exactly the Cazini/i's Notion 3 and makes the * Pit; 
| (c 


LR 


T 


3 
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i Wine to be no more than bare Figures or Types, without 
ur manner of Virtue or Efficacy, making all the Effi ca- 
eto be in Chriſt's Natural Body and Blood which is in 
„Haren, and which they ſuppoſe to be eaten and drunk 
„ Faith”: So that, according to the Doctor, as a Faithful 
Libri [and Faithful Hiſtory will ſtand its ground, immove- 
de by any RECANTATIONS whatſoever ;] The Occaſi- 
of Rejecting the Catholick Invocation, and inſerting in- 
Ad thereof the preſent Prayer, was, to pleaſe the Calvi- 
i: The Rejected Invocation pray'd that God. with his 
« Holy Spirit, &c.” would © wouch/afe to Bleſs and Sancti fie“ 
— the © Bread and Wine that THEY MAY BE unto us 
e BODY and BLOOD of — JESUS CHRIST”, Exactly 
meaable to what the Inſtitution demonſtrates they MUST 
E, and what The Liturgies of the Univerſal Church pray 
ley may BE; This, the Hiſtorian Dr Brett aſſures us ©*zvas 
aller d ſo as to make it AGREE ABLE to the Calviniſt 
 D;7rine” The Preſent Prayer therefore [viz. Grant, &c.] 
king inſerted inſtead of that Catholic Invocation, mult ne- 
xhrily be AGREEABLE to the Calviniſt Doctrine; and 
need tis ſo agreeable thereto, that we never find them com- 
ning againſt it in any of their Clamours againſt the Church 
& England's Liturgy. But how is the Preſent Prayer 
\GREEABLE with the CALVINIST DOCTRINE ? 
The Doctor tells us, as above, That it prays in this 
verſe © that by eating the Bread and drinking the Wine, 
" we may partake of Chriſt's Natural Body and Blood which 
i in Heaven” This © is exattly the Calvinift Nation 
Tus therefore is the Neceſſary Implication of the Preſent 
Inver — This conſequently is not by Implication That 
beſing which the Inſtitution requires, and which the Uni- 
ferlal Church prays for, namely, that the Bread and Wine 
temſelves at the Altar here on Earth may be Chriſt's Body 
ad Blood And therefore the Preſent Prayer do's not 
tecellarily imply the Bleſſing which the Elements ought to 
ure by the Inſtitution. | 
This is alſo manifeſt | | 
Fourthly, By comparing the Words of this Prayer, 
wth the Enquiring Underſtanding of Unprejudiced and 
Lared Men, whoſe diligent Judgment muſt have center'd 
u this pretended Implication, if it is NECESSARILY 
contain d in the Words of the Preſent Prayer. 
For, in the Name of Goodneſs, What is it that can hide 
: NECESSARY Implication of Words, from the Under- 
landing of ſuch able Enquirers ; when a NECESSARY Im- 
Pication is Open and manifeſt to the Common Under- 
| ſanding 


—— — — — — 
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ſtanding of all unprejudic'd Men? If the Bleſſing of the l. 
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ſtitution is NECESSARILY imply'd in the Preſent Prayer 1 
the unprejudiced Underſtanding of a Number of honeſt Bi 4 
ſhops, whoſe judgment was aſſiſted by that of the Primitive a 4M" 
Univerſal Church, cannot reaſonably be ſuppoſed to have bee“ 
ſo blind as not to Diſcover it, in the year 1717; and wen be. 
therefore reduced to the Neceſſity of Reſtoring the 0 8 1 
for the Bleſſing of the Elements [See pag. 4. No. 3, 4, and 6 Ele 
Dr Brett's Underſtanding when ſo afliſted, ſaw that it was * 13. 
certainly © the Opinion of the Ancients, that the Bread a 
« Cup in the Holy Euchariſt are the BODY AND BLOOIY "El 
« WHICH CHRIST appointed us to eat and drin“ 
% And that it was the Univerſal Belief held in 76 | ſee 
« TIMES, in ALL PLACES and by ALL THE FAHH N 
« FUL, according to the Golden Rule of Vincentius Liri 1 


* nenſis, teaching us what we Ought to believe and practiſi 
* is apparent from the Liturgies lately publiſhed, wherein wit al 
* always find this Petition, that the Holy Ghoſt may mate Je 
« THIS BREAD the Body of thy Chriſt, and TH1$ Cul | 
« the Blood of thy Chriſt” [Preface, as above, pag. xvii. JM fl 
Thus enlighten'd, the Doctor knew not how to reconcile th ad 
« Conſecration Prayer in the Preſent eflabliſh'd Liturgy” 4 N 
the True Doctrine of the Euchariſt he had been before del 
ſcribing [See his aforeſaid Preface, pag. xx.] He then right Jet 
ly underſtood, That © the Ancient Church” « NEVER: I 
« PRAYED that receiving Bread and Wine they might be Par 1 
« takers of Chriſt's Body and Blood" [ibid pag. xx. xxi 35 m 
from all which it is very apparent, that the Honeſt Under "a 
ſtanding of the Doctor, did not then diſcover the pretended © 
Implication of the Bleſſing, in thoſe Words of the preſent f 
Prayer; which non - diſcovery can be owing to nothing elſe, . 


but the real want of ſuch Implication. | * | 
So again for the Honeſt Underſtanding of the Preacher; 10 
when he did not depend upon Modern Private Fudgment,% 0 


but was directed and regulated, by the Inſtitution, and the 
Conſentient Doctrine and Practice of the Primitive and Uni- 
verſal Church, He could not then find this Implication of a 


cannot ſuppoſe this was for want of Learning; his Book 
commendably demonſtrates his ſufticiency in that reſpett ; } | 
nor is it juſt to charge him with want of Diligence and Sin- 
cerity; and therefore, his not finding the Implication, _ f 

| have? 


> þ 
Bleſſing on the Elements in the preſent Prayer; ſo far from 1 
it, that in His Neceſſity of an Alteration he ſpends no leſs , 
than fifteen Pages, namely, from page 130, to pag. 145, in a 
preſling eagerly for even the neceſſity of Reſtoring the Blel-M 1 
ſing, which he could not find in the preſent Prayer. we 15 
ö 
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le been owing to its abſence, which made him cry out 
; (his Eulogy we inſiſt upon as Neceſſary to be REVIVED” 
is the BLESSING ONLY of the Elements we 
« antend far We require a CONFORMITY to our Savi- 
Practice, tobo when he had taken Bread BLESSED it, 
be. and wwe inſiſt upon the NECESSITY of Obeying his In- 
ion, who when he had BLESSED and diftributed the 
ghet COMMANDED us to do as he had done” (pag. 
«132.] So again,“ The Evangelift;s” (ſays he] © expreſcly 
rm us, that our Saviour EULOGIZED or bleſed the 
« Flements, but WHERE its this BLESSING in the Eng- 
% Liturgy ?” [pag. 138.] Thus his Inſiſting upon the 
{ecefity of Reviving, and his Contending for, The BLES- 
V; together with his Loud Hue and Cry after it, moſt 
bidently ſhews, that his Ability, Diligence, and Sincerity 
#4 not find it in the Words of the preſent Prayer, 
al conſequently that it is not neceſſarily implied in thoſe 
Fords. | | 
need not produce any more of thoſe Numerous Inſtances, 
mich might be brought of Unprejudiced Biſhops, Prieſts, 
nd Laicks, whoſe Enquiring, and not defective Underſtand- 
ng, could not find this pretended Implication ; theſe I 
ure here particulariz'd, being ſufficient to prove, that the 
Jeling is not neceſſarily implied in the preſent Prayer: But 
{ it ſhall be objected, that other as duly qualified Biſhops 
ad Prieſts have affirm'd and do affirm, that the Bleſſing is 
mplied in that Prayer ; why, then the Indifferent Stander-by, 
who is convinc'd that the Bleſſing ought to be prayed for, 
$ taught by theſe two different Parties, that the Bleſſing 
NOT IMPLIED, and that it IS IMPLIED ; it is, and 
tis not; what can he do with the poſitivene/s of theſe con- 
ry Aſſertors ? He can only either Examine the Force of 
beit Reſpective Reaſons, by bringing 'em to the Teſt of the 
Inſtitution, and of the Senſe of the Primitive and Univerſal 
Church; By this Scrutiny he will find, that the Bleſſing is 
tot neceſſarily implied at all, and that the Contrary aſſertions 
we not to be regarded: Or elſe, if this Examination is too 
ard and difficult for his Capacity and Circumſtances, his ſhort- 
e and ſureſt Way to Secure his Duty in this moſt important 
Atticle, is, to Communicate with that Sound Church, which 
te knows, do's undoubtedly, becauſe expreſsly, pray for the 
hfitution Bleſfing, in ſuch plain Terms and Expreſſions as 
lire always been uſed by the Primitive and Univerſal Church, 
nd which ſtand not in need of the vaſt Labour and Toil of 
keking for Arguments to prove an Implication, where, 
Kr all Mens fruitleſs Endeavours, no Implication ** be 
Ound. 
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found. By this, he ſtands exalted above all Doubt 28d 
Scruple, He is ſure of a Pious Diſcharge of his Necef.;, 
Duty, and is certain of the compleat Valid Conſecraticn 9 
the Holy Euchariſt, and conſequently of receiving it, accog. 
ing to the Inſtitution of our Lord, for the Preſervation 9 
his Soul and Body unto Everlaſting Life. For, as the mop 
Reverend Biſhop Collier has admirably well obſerv'd upon 
this Caſe, ** Where things of this Vaſt importance are in 1; 
« Oveftion, where Salvation is ſo nearly concern d, we 09h 
not to rely upon DISTANT COLLECTION AND IN. 
* CERTAINTY, not to reft contented with glimmering Hyes 
* and UNAFFECTING OBSCURITY, 6#t prej; fir th; 
« Plaineft Proof, and PRACTICE with the moſt SOLEMN 
« PERSPICUTTY. For, can we be TOO SURE we are 
« Safe in a Caſe of this Nature? And ought not the Bel 
& Proviſion be made, where ADVANTAGE and LOSS u 
« Higheſt ?” [Defence of the Reaſons, 2d Edition, pag, 
117. 

AI. Preacher has one very odd Fetch, whereby he En. 
deavours to prove, that the Catholick Invocation is by Im. 
plication contain'd in the preſent Prayer of his Liturgy ; 
and 'tis This, That He who prays for the END, do's by 
Implication pray thereby for the Means to that End; The 
End in their Prayer he'd have, ©* may be Partakers of Chriſt's 
moſt Bleſſed Body and Blood” therefore the means to this, are 
according to him, by Implication pray'd for ; namely, that 
the Bread and Wine may be His Body and Blood. But all 
this, is pure Fallacy : For 1ſt, Their Prayer [Grant, Ce. 
do's not Pray, either for the true END, or for the true 
MEANS ; The Sacramental True MEANS are, The Bread 
and mix'd Wine made Chriſt's Spiritual Body and Blood by 
the Invocation and Operation of the Holy Ghoſt ; Thelz 
only are the Body and Blood to be receiv'd at the Altar; 
and theſe only are the MEANS; The Blefſed ENDS of 
theſe MEANS, are Remiſſion of Sins according to the In- 
ſtitution, Spiritual Life by Chriſt Jeſus, and being raid 
by him at the Laſt Day, according to the 6th Chapter of St 
Fohn; And the Liturgies of the Primitive and Univerſil 
Church, do Conſentienly pray for theſe MEANS and thele 
ENDS ; and the Preacher's Prayer [Grant, Sc] do's not 
at all pray for theſe Ends, or theſe Means, and therefore he 
States the Caſe wrong, by ſuppoſing the Participation of the 
Body and Blood of Chrift to be the END, when the Scrip- 
ture, and the Liturgies of the Primitive and Univerlal 
Church, do not make this Participation to be the End, but 
the MEANS: By his thus Erroneouſly Stateing it, he makes 


his 


[ 141 ] 
ki; End and his Means to be one and the ſame thing, which is 
Nonſenſe : his End, pray'd for, is the Participation of Chriſt's 
Body and Blood ; and his means to that End, by implication 
pretended to be pray'd for, is, receiving the Elements made 
Chriſt's Body and Blood; So that, the True Interpretation of 
kis Prayer [Grant, c.] is, according to him, Grant that 
we receiving Chriſt's Body and Blood, may be partakers of 
His Body and Blood; which is a Nonſenfical Interpretation, 
ind ſo Dr Brett has told him, as I have noted in pag. 133. 
wherein alſo I have exploded this Fallacy of making their 
Petition “ may be Partakers of his moſt Bleſſed Body and 
%%“ to be an Argument that their Prayer [Grant, &c.] 
1,'s by Implication pray, that the Bread and Wine may be 
made, or may Be, His Body and Blood. 
| 2dly, His very Notion upon which he would found this Fal- 
lcy ; viz. His Notion that He who prays for the End, do's 
by Implication thereby pray for the Means to that End, is a 
miſtake of his Private Judgment if he believes this fancy to 
be true; but however, whether he believes it or no, Tis 
pilpably fallacious, and numerous inſtances wherewith we 
ire, or may be daily Converſant, moſt manifeſtly prpve that 
it is So. What multitudes of Idle Drones do's this Nation 
abound with, who can pray for their Daily Bread, a very 
neceſſary END, and yet with the Greateſt Charity, cannot 
be ſuppos'd, thereby to pray by Implication, that they may 
Work labouring with their hands in an Honeſt Employment, 
the Means of God's appointment, to get their Daily Bread ! 
What Numbers of Profligate Sinners, Adulterers, Fornica- 
tors, Drunkards, Gluttons, unmerciful Uſurers, Idolatrous 
Lovers of the World more than Lovers of God, can oped 
many Occaſions, demurely Pray for God's Mercy, an Abſo- 
lute Neceſſary End, who Yet Love, retain, and reſolvedly 
adhere to, and will defend, their Darling Sins, and therefore 
cannot with the utmoſt Good na:ure be ſuppos'd by that 
Prayer, to pray for the Means, namely the forſaking of their 
dins to obtain that mercy. | 
80 Quakers can pray to be the Children of God, and to 
be filbd with the Inſpirations of his Holy Spirit; which are 
Glorious Ends; but theſe their Prayers are not by Implication 
Prayers that they may Uſe the Mean: for thoſe Ends, which are, 
Chriſtian Baptiſm and the Euchariſt, External Ordinances which 
they utterly reject and abhor. So. Calviniſts can pray, 
for theſe Bleſſed Ends, that they may be confirm'd in Godli- 
1%, may Obtain Remiſſion of their Sins, may be deliver d 
frm the Devil and his Snares, may be repleniſhed with the 
4% Gby?, may be made eng of. Cbriſ, and may Obt.iv 
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| Everlaſting Life; and yet Such their Prayer is not by Implicy 
| tion their Prayer for the Means to attain thoſe Ends, name! 
it Bread and mix'd Wine, by the Invocation, and Operation d. 
| the Holy Ghoſt, made the Body and Blood of Chriſt, to be 
receiv'd by them in the Sacrament ; this is the Means which 
they abhor, Brand it wich the Odious Name of Popery, and 
| urpoſely reject it out of their Prayers, and therefore cannot 
— implication be ſuppos d to pray for it, when they pray for 
thoſe Ends. Theſe and Innumerable other Inſtances of Sin. 
| ners who Separate, Divide, and reje& the Means from the 
| End, are manifeſt Proofs of the Fallacy of the Preacher, 
| | Notion, that He who prays for the End, do's by im- 
| plication pray for the means. 


hp ihe he ae he te ws whos fe hs who hp ts 
r D D D nr 


Of their New. Doctrine of Intention. 
SE CT. LIV. 


HE Preacher endeavours to defend His 
New Party's odd Contrivance of INTEN:- | 
TIN, from the Charge of Popery, by tel. 
* ling his Audience at the INTENTION 
F THE CHURCH, „ guite different 
: — the Prieſts Intention, as it is bell in 
« the Church of Rome”. 5 


iſt, But here it muſt be demanded, by what Authority dos 
He give their Novel Fancy, The Title of the Intention ff 
the CHURCH? 

It is not the Intention of the Church of England, whoſe 
the Liturgy is, about which the Preachers party takes upon 
them to D; and I have Largely prov'd already, 7. 
32, to 39, that the Church of Exgland has given them No | 
Authority to Interpret her Liturgy or Intend for her, to 20 
Legal Obligation; Nay, the Preacher himſelf, as I have no- 
ted, p. 54. expoſtulates againſt an Intentional Conſecration, 
and calls it Symbolizing with the Romiſh Communion : And 
arguing with one of our Adverſaries upon this matter relating, 
to the Church of England's Intention, he ſays of him “ J. 
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« our Author would impoſe an INTENTION upon her which 
« he has Expreſily diſown'd” ¶ Neceſſity of an Alteration, 


f i le Obſcure. INTENTION therefore ſpoken of in 
the Private Agreement of their petty Junto of three Men, 
perſorally caballing together in London, Anno 1732, [See 
ag. 70, 71, 72] is not the Intention of any Church what- 
ſever. What, ſhall three Men, not Synodically aſſembled, 
not in» iting the reſt of their Brethren, at the ſame time in 
Town, nor _— together the Presbyters for their Con- 
currence and Conſent, ſhall three Men, not daring to ena, 
ler, appoint, enjoin or Command any of the Articles they 
Clandeſtinely agree upon, not ſo much as venturing to ſend 
Circular Letters to the Presbyters, to ſubmit to, and practiſe, 
what they have ſo privately and clandeſtinely agreed ; ſhall 
three ſuch Men as theſe [with two others, ab/ent in the 
Cuntry, concurring with them] not carrying ſo much as a 
Semblance of the Shadow of an Engliſh Synod, Arrogate 
and Aſſume to themſelves The Glorious Title of The Church, 
or, The Church enacting? and ſhall their Perſonal, Private, 
Dark, Unauthorized Arbitrary Intention be call'd THE 
INTENTION OF THE CHURCH? Tis Highly Ridi- 
culous, and a moſt Unheard of Scandal to aſſert it. Their 
clandeſtine Agreement to Set up This Intention among 
themſelves, is of a July ſo Inconſiſtent and Irreconcile- 
able, with the Known Profeſſion of the Party to whom the 
Preacher is gone Over, that Their Chief, either for fear of 
his People, or Shame of its Contents, dares not order it to 
be Read to his Congregation, gives out that he is not gone 
Over to us, but that Ours are Come over to him; and 
another of em Dr R, is reported, by his familiar Friend, 
to be but the ame Man he was before, and that he ſays he 
intends no more than he did before the Agreement. Thus 
much for their ſwelling Title THE CHURCH; to which 
they have no Claim, as to any Enacting Authority for their 
Intention: And | 

Now let us See, How their Intention, [which is no 
more than their own Private Intention] © is quite Diffe- 
p rea, from the Prieſt's Intention, as it is held in the Church 
* of Rome“. | 


2. To give the more Light into this matter, T muſt trace 
this New Proteſtant Intention from the fountain head. The 
hill that appears to have Invented it for the PRESENT 
USE AND PRACTICE, is Dr B-—; we all know by 
his Writings, that ſor ſeveral Years together he charg'd the 
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Church of Eng/and's Communion Service to be Defe 
to the four nec ſary Uſages. 1 | 
A Gentleman in the North, endeavour'd to Convince him 
by Letters, c. that her Communion Service is nt thu; de- 
feAive, but allows of, and provides for, all thoſe four Uſype.. 
and that he himſelf, [viz. This Gentleman] minilters them al 
by that very Service, as it now Stands: the Doctor, tho not 
Convinc'd that this Service was in itſelf any other than De. 
fective as he had taught; yet, took ſuch a Likeing to this 
Gentleman's MEANING in his officiating by the Same Ser— 
vice, that on the 17th of October 1730, he wrote him 3 
Letter, that he did not look upon that Gentleman to be of 
an Oppoſite Communion to us; Me differ indeed in ur 
« Forms”, ſays the Doctor, © but we have the Same ME AN. 
* ING, INTENT, and Purpoſe in our Different Form; of 
« Expreſſion, &c. * Our Form indeed is plainer and 
«© more full, as to theſe Points, but as you declare you MEAN 
** the Same that we do, we are not Oppoſite one to the othe””. 
The Doctor in his Letter to me of the 19th of Decembcy 
1730 — own'd this, and that for this very Reaſon, viz. of 
the Gentleman's declaring that he meant * the Same a we 
„do“, he, the Doctor, had wrote to Newcaftlr, that he . wild 
« Communicate with him, though” [ſays the Doftor] © NOT 
« WITH ANOTHER who uſes the SAME PRAYERS 
« without Such open Declaration”. ** For I think an Open 
« Declaration" [ſays the Doctor] very different from a Pri- 
« gate Intention”. The Doctor at the ſame time acknow- 
ledg'd this was only bis PRIVATE OPINION, and that | 
« he would not Condemn any One for not thinking as he did in 
* this matter”. But now he has laid aſide this Candor, 
calls Names, and Brands with the odious Character ot 
SCHISMATICKS, thoſe who do not, becauſe they mull not, 
think as his but Private Opinion dictates. | 
Thus 'tis manifeſt, the Doctor at that time eſteem'd thoſe 
Prayers to be SO DEFECTIVE, that he Could not Com- 
municate in them without the Miniſter's Open Declaration, of 
his having the Same Meaning, Intent, and Purpoſe with us, 
in thoſe Prayers; and that upon ſuch Declaration he could 
communicate with him. Therefore according to the Doctor, 
the Engliſh Service, in itſelf was Defefive and not to be 
communicated in but yet, the Declar'd Orthodox Intenti- 
en of him who miniſters by its Prayers, makes up their Defects, 
and ſo they become full and compleat, and ſufficient to Jullity 
Our Communicating in them. This is the firſt appezrance 
of Proteſtant INTEN'TION among vs, A Private Invented 
Chimera to make up the acknowledg'd known Detects 0: 
| | ; miniſtrations 
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--:i():rations in the moſt Solemn Chriſtian Worſhip, When 
his Notion was but in the imagination of another, the 


with a Juſt and Holy Indignation fired againſt it, as 
— eie Symbolizing with the Corrupt Com- 
munion of the Church of Rome. — But within a ſhort 
time aſter the Doctor had brought it forth, and made it 4 
Member of their Clandeſtine Agreement, the Preacher ſaw 
ſomething in it ſuitable to his fancy, and then endeavour'd to 
honour it with the Oſtentatious Title of the INTENTION 
OF THE CHURCH, an Honour which do's not and can- 
not poſſivly, by their Dark Methed, adhere to it. - 


z. And now Let us Conſider its alliance, and take a view 
of is EXCELLENT PREROGATIVES. As for 
its alliance T'is PROTESTANT, as being the Offspring of 
a Proteflant, but then its quality is Such, that it is Strong- 
ly tinctur'd with Popery, and therefore tis alſo Roman; for, 
23 the Romiſh Church teaches that the Sacrament is Defeftive 
and Null without the Intention * of the miniſtring Prieſt, 
and conſequently that his Intention makes F up the Deſect; 
9, The Proteſtant Doctor and the Preacher have taught the 
World, that the Communion Service of the Church of Exg- 
land is in it Self alone Defective, and conſequently the Sacra- 
ment too; but now they teach that the Deſect is made up by 
tneir Novel Proteſtant Intention, tho' the Liturgy remains 
ſtill the Same unalter'd Liturgy as before: The Romiſb In- 
tention pretends to make up and Supply the Wants, in what 
they Term, BUT CANNOT PROVE would be, a Defec- 
tive or Null Sacrament without that Intention; and the Pra- 
tetart Intention Pretends to make up the Wants in what 
thoſe Proteſtants have well prov'd is a Defective Sacrament, 
before their Novel Intention was contriv'd to Supply the De- 
tet. The Romiſh Intention, and Proteſtant Intention do 
both of em Pretend to Supply Defe&s in the Sacrament, 
ind in ſo pretending they abundantly reſemble each other, 
and ſeem to be almoſt One and the Same ching. 


4. But 
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* [Miſlile Rom: De DefeAibus in Celebratione miſſarum 
pk n entibus. De Defectu Intentionis. vii. 3. *© Si quis not 
* intendit Conficere” - NO CONSECRAT guia re- 

quiritur Intentio”) | = 3 f 
8 Ibid. vil. 4. Si Intentio non fit aftualis in ipſa Con- 
5 Jecratione propter evagationem mentis, ſed Virtualis, cam 
: atredens ad Altare INTENDAT facere guad facit ECCLE- 

A, conficitur Sacramentum”. 
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4. But then, if we take a nearer View of them, we alt 
find, that in the Caſe before us, they are vaſtly different IN 
FACT ; and that the great Diſadvantage is on the Side of 
the Proteſtant Intention: For, in Conſecrating the Sacrament: 
If any of the Facts or Things which ſhe holds Neceſſary 1 
the Being or Integrity of the Sacrament, ſhould happen t» 
be Abſent, or Omitted, The Romiſh Church do's not pre- 
tend by her Intention to Supply the Abſence or Omiſſion of 
ſuch Neceſſary Facts, but expreſsly requires the Supply to be 
made up by the Addition of the. FaQts themſelves which 
were omitted, [See De 4 69 ubi ſupra.) But Our 
Intentionaliſts have found and provid FACTS to be Wanting 
for a Compleat Conſecration, and pretend by their Intention 
alone to Supply the Abſence of thoſe Facts, without making 
the Supply by the Addition of the Facts themſelves which 
are omitted : This makes the Preſumption of the Proteſtant 
much to Exceed That of the Romiſh Intention. 
But further, If the Intention of the Prieſt could fas in- 
deed it cannot] either Maim or Mend the Sacrament, yet 
even upon this Sappoſition, The New Proteſtant Intention 
falls Vaſtly ſhort of the Prerogatives of the Romiſh ; For, is 
the Proteſtant Intention declared? Yes, fay its Contrivers, it 
is declared. But then ask em with what Sort of Promulga- 
tion, or Publication? Their anſwer to this, can in reaſon 
be no more, than that It is Declared by their C/andefline 
Private Agreement among themſelves: But the Romiſh In- 
tention is Promulg'd and Publiſh'd to the whole Chriſtian 
World, in their Canons, c. Printed and Sent abroad into 
all Chriftendom ; which is much Superior in the Prerogative 
of Promulgation. Again, 'The Proteſtant Intention 1s not 
the Intention of the Church of England, or of any other 
National, or Provincial Church, Synodically afſembled ; is 
only the Voluntary private Agreement of three Men met to- 
gether in London, and of two more at a Diſtance in the 
Country concurring with 'em, not at all as a Church Synod 
authoritatively enacting, eſtabliſhing, and enjoining this In. 
tention, nor ſo much as laying any Injunction in the lealt 
upon the officiating Prieſts, to have their Intention, when 
they officiate at the Altar. [See pag. 68 to 72.] But che 
Romiſh Intention, is the Intention of the whole Church of 
Rome, Sy nodically aſſembled in the Council of Trent. [See 
Concil Trident. Seſs. vii. De Sacramentis in Genere. Canm— 
xi. & Mifſale Romanum. De Defefibus, &c. De Desi 
Intentionis, vii. 4.] eſtabliſhing their Intention and the Ne. 
ceſlity thereof, and requiring all her officiating Priefts t 
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Hare Her Intention, when they officiate at their Altars; 
which gives the Romiſh Intention a Vaſt preferrence above 
the Proteſtant —— 48 to the Prerogative of a ſuppos'd Au- 


thority Enacting 7 


And Laſtly, As this Proteſtant Intention, is No Authori- 
ative Act of Any Church Synod enjoining the Neceſſity 
thereof upon any Prieſts whatſoever, ſo of neceſſary Conſe- 
Jence it is unavoidably manifeſt, that this Intention is not 
it all enforc'd upon the Conſcience of their officiating Prieſts, 
by the Sanction of any the Leaſt Penalty; Their officiating 
Prieſts may Oppoſe the Neceſſity of this Intention if they 
pleaſe, without the fear of breaking any Ecclefiaſtical Law, 
or of incurring any penalty whatſoever for ſo doing: Bat 
the ſuppos'd Neceſſity of the Romiſh Intention is not only 
enicted by that Church, but. alſo enforc'd with the Penalty 
of an * Anathema, [Let him be accurſed,] upon him who 
hall fay, © That in Miniſters while they Conſecrate and Ce- 
« lebrate the Sacraments, An INTENTION of Doing at 
« leaſt what the CHURCH DO'S, is Not Requiſite:” This 
danction contributes very much to the Influencing of the 
Romiſh Prieſts to Have the Intention of their Church when 
they Conſecrate, eſpecially when we add hereto, that the 
Church of Rome teaches Such her Prieſts, that it is their 
+ Duty to take Care, that they joyn even ſuch their [i. e. 
her] Actual Intention, when they Conſecrate. This Sancti- 
on, and this teaching, which amounts to An Injuntion —— 
give the Romiſh Intention a Vaſt preferrence above the Pro- 
teſtant Intention which has No Sanction nor Injunction 
whatſoever annexed to it. 

Thus we ſee, That in the Conſecration of the moſt Holy 
Sacrament, the Romiſh Intention, Exceeds the Proteſtant in 
the Prerogatives of Promulgation, Plea of Authority, Injunc- 
tion, and penal Sanction; and that Conſequently if Intention 
could [as in Truth it cannot] effect any thing as to the Being, 
or not Being, the Compleatneſs or Maiming of the Sacra- 
ment it Self, The Proteſtant Intention, as to Value and Dig- 


nity, 
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Concil. Trid. Seffio. vii. De Sacramentis in Genere. Canon 
A. © Si quis dixerit, in miniſiris, dum Sacramenta Confici- 
unt, & Conferunt, non requiri Intentionem, Saltem faci- 
* endi quod facit Feclefia 3 Anathema fit. 

De Defefu Intentionis, ut ſupra Vii. 4. * Curare debet 


: 22 ut etiam ACTUALEM INTENTIONEM ad- 
giò eat“. 58 * 
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nity, is much worſe than the Romiſh, and no ways Cor, 
parable to it: So that we need not fear to Joyn Iſſue with 
the words of the Preacher, That the Intention he would 
defend * is guite different from the Prieft's Intention, 47 l, is 
«© beldin the Church of Rome“; for, Certainly their Nen 
Proteſtant Private Intention being in fact the worſt of le 
Two, muſt Neceffarily be quite different from the Romig, 
Intention which is vaſtly the Better, If Intention in the Caſe 
before us were good for any thing at all, as moſt certainly jt 
1s not. 


5. There is another Caſe I muſt own, and that is, in the 
Diſtribution of the Sacrament ; wherein it may be ven 
Diſputable which cf the Two is in fact the moſt prejudicial 
to the. Church, the Romiſh or the New Proteſtant Intention: 
The Church of Rome to Support her depriving the People of 
the Sacramental Cup, has contriv'd Her Doctrine of Con- 
comitance, by which She teaches, that immediately after 
the Conſecration, whole * and entire Chriſt exiſts under the 
Species of Bread, and alſo under any part of that Species; 
and that Whole and Entire Chriſt exiſts under the Species of 
Wine, and alſo Under every part of that Species: From 
whence She determines + and therefore Intends, that by her 
Adminiſtring to Laicks but in the One Species of Bread, 


She Communicates to them Whole and Entire Chriſt, and © 


The True Sacrament. This is her Intention ; But will any 
one except a Papiſt, affirm, that this her Intention is a ſufti- 
cient Supply for the Want of the Cup, to thoſe who by het 
uſurped Arbitrary Power are deprived of it ? Certainly No; 
her Laicks, notwithſtanding this her Declared Intent and 
Meaning, receive at Beſt no more than the Sacrament of 
Chriſt's Body, and therefore not the whole Sacrament of his 
Body and Blood, Let that Churches Intention be as publick 
and as poſitive as it will. So, our Proteſtant Intentionaliſts, 
do Intend and mean no doubt, to diſtribute to the People 
the whole Compleat Sacrament of Chriſt's Body and Blood, 
but the Great Unhappineſs is; that there is wanting the 
FACTS of a Compleat Conſecration, and therefore what 
they diſtribute cannot be prov'd to be the Entire . 

or, 
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INTENTIONS to make up theſe Breaches, withont the 
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not what to call it, Their INTENTION having no 
more Power to ſupply the Want of thoſe FACTS, rhan 
the Romiſh Intention has to ſupply the Want of the Cup, 
ir being equally Ridiculous and abſurd to ſay (in theſe 
Cafes) that Intention is the ſame with Fact, as cis to ſay that 
/atertion is the ſame with Subſtance ; which of theſe two 
is the moſt eligible, I will not determine, ſo long as they 
are both of em Breaches of our Saviour's Inſtitution of rhe 
Holy Sacrament, which as much requires from our Pro- 
teftants, The FACTS of a Compleat Conſecration, as it 
does from Papiſts the FACT'S of a Compleat Adminiſtra- 
ron and Diſtribution of both the Kinds to the Receivers; 


Addition of the FACTS and Things (THEMSELVES 
which are wanting, amount to the Groſs Abſurdity of pre- 
tending, that in the Neceſſary Miniftrations of rhe Church, 
Intentions and Facts are One and the Same Thing, and 
Equally Operative in all Reſpects whatſoever _ 

Dr. B——, I rerember, to ſupport his ROMANO- 
PROTESTANT Fancy of Intention, to ſupply the Detects 
he own'd were in the Liturgy about which he wrote, tells 
me, in his Letter of the 8th May 1731. That he © takes 
« it, that the Caſe is Different between the Neclared Meaning 
« f a PRIVATE PRIEST, and the Declared Meaning of the 
* WHOLE CHURCH. ” This Swelling Title of the 
WHOLE CHURCH I have already Exploded under N 1 
of this Section; and 'tis worth our further Obſervation, 
that it is but a Pretence without Foundation; For, the Dr. 
and his Coufin Mr. T— 3, the One at London, and the 
other in Suſſex at a great Diſtance from him, cannot poſſi- 
1 be the ¶ pole Church, nor indeed any Church Synod at 
all Theſe were but Two Perſons of our Church who 
Could pretend to Enact any Thing at all, even in the moſt 
Regular Way; what they have done in this matter, has 
been in a private clandeſtine manner, by Epiſtolary Cor- 
reſpondence only, at a great Diſtance from One. another, 
not in any Regular Aſſembly of Our Church, and therefore, 
their clandeftine Arbitrary (not Synodical) Meaning, how 
much ſoeyer Declared, is no more than the Declared Mean- 
& of but two Men, in a Private Capacity; which is No 

Seared Meaning of Our Church ; Add to the Declaration 
o theſe two Men in a Private Capacity. the Declaration 
of three Men more, not Synodically aſſembled neither, 
ont afting in a Private Capacity too, and of a Separate and 
hafte Communion to Ours ; 8 even this Addition, cans 

| not 
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not poſſibly make the Declared Neaning of theſe five Mien 
to be the Ack of OUR CHURCH); Becauſe, Add One), 
Church Act to Another No Church Act, and the Sum muſt 
Neceſſarily be of the ſame Kind No Church Act; Beſide. 
that ſuch the Act of Men in a Private Capacity, and of 
an Oppoſite Communion to Durs, cannot with any tolerable 
Senſe be called in the Leaſt Degree of Condeſcenſion the 
Act of OUR CHURCH, fo long as the Men are not Con. 
verted either to OUR PRINCIPLES OR PRACTICES | 
of Liturgick Worſhip, as is manifeſt enough from their 
Clandeſtine Agreement of 1532 : from all wi ich it follow, 
that the Declared Meaning and Intention which the Dot: | 
or and the Preacher would recommend to OUR CHURCH, | 
is no Act f OUR CHURCH, and that Contequently ve 
Owe no Duty whatſoever to it as a CHURCH ACT; hut 
on the Contrary, Conſidering not only its Unprofitablenel,, | 
but alſo its miſchievous Conſequences to the Church, by de- 
privivg her of the Fact, of Neceſſary Orthodox Miniſtra- | 
tions, we ought to oppoſe it with all our Might, as a Fan- 
cyful Product of Pri ate Jude ment, which no Church 
ought to adopt into the Number of her Publick Acts, } 
but to rejeẽt and condemn it, fot its Dangerous Tendency, | 
and really Contributing to the Support and Maintenance 
of all the Modern, Practical, Anti-Scriptural, Anti Primi- 
tive, Anti-Catholick H=tcrodoxtes and Herehes, which E- 
clipſe and Darken the Glory of God, and break and deſtroy } 
the True Unity and Edification of the Church of Chrik. 
Tis this, of Having Meanings and Intent ions without the 
Neceſſary Fats, that 8 the Romiſn Sacrilege of Rob- | 
bing the People of the Cup, Their Idolatrous Practices 
of paying Religious Worſhip to Faints, Aged, Images G. 
'The 8 Independent, &c. Sacrilegious Invaſions 
upon Chriſt's Commiſſion to miniſter in Holy Things, and 
even Quakeriſm it ſelf which ſets aſide and contemns all 
the Neceſſary Externals of Ordination, Baptiſm, Confirma- 
tion, and the Holy Sacrament of Our Lord's Body and Blood. | 

Theſe are, One of them a Vaſtly Extended and Nume 
rous Church, and the Others, very large Societies and Com. 
munities, and yet their Meanings and Intentions, How | 
much ſoever Declared, will not, cannot make up their 
Breaches of the Inſtitutions of Chriſt ; The Charch of 
Rome muſt reſtore the FACTS, of giving the Cup to the 
People, and Worſhipping God alone; The Presbyteria, 
Independent, &c. muſt reftore the FACT of Epiſcopal } 
Ordination, and the Quakers muſt reſtore the FACTS of : 
Epiſcopal Ordination, Water-Baptiſm, Confirmation, 2 b 
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te Sacrament of the Body and Blood of Chriſt ; other- 
wile their Meanings inſtead of thoſe Fa#s, notwithſtand- 
ne their being the Meanings of Large Communities, and 
i, WHOLE CHURCH, will not, in the Sight of God, 
de found Equivalent to the Necellary Facts which they 
«mit and reject out of their ſeveral Schemes of Religion, 
knd therefore, to ſay that © the Caſe is Different between 
« the eclared Meaning of a PRIY ATE PRIEST, and the De- 
« Jared Aleaning of the HOLE CHORCH, ” is ſaying no- 
ching at all to the Purpoſe ; for, the Caſe is the very Same 
IMPOTENT CASE in both ; the Declared Meaning or 
Intention of the Private Prieſt, has in this affair no efficient 

xer, it cannot make a maimed Sacrament to be a Whole 


-rament, and therefore is Nothneg; and the Declared 


Meaming of the hole Church, is the Same ineffective thing, 
yoid of all Power in this reſpect, it cannot make a maimed 
Ucrament to be a whole Sacrament, and therefore is No- 
tins alſo ; Here are Two Nothings, take which you will, 
501 will ind that neither of them gives you the Facts 
themſelves which are Neceſſary; and therefore, they are 
hoth of them Ong and the Same Impotent Thing, with- 
ut any difference or inequality. 

Belides this, the Doctor's diſtinguiſhing between the De 
cared Meaning of a Private Prieſt and the Declared Mean- 
ing of the whole Church in the Caſe before us, is altoge- 
ther uſeleſs and Inſtgnificant, becauſe, tis not the I hole 
Declaring Church that miniſters at the Altar when we come 
together, but "Tis the Private Prieſt; Tis only The Vali- 
bity or Compleatneſs of his miniſtration that the Congre- 
pation 15 Concerned with ; and therefore, if the new Fan- 
< of MEANINGS and INTENTIONS muſt be recom- 
mended to the People, our new Intentionaliſts muſt at laſt 
reſolve all into the meaning of the O ficiatins Prieſt, be- 
cauſe, the People aſſembled ro Worſhip God, are immedi- 
ely Concern'd with Him and his miniſtration alone; The 
Meaning of the miniſtring Prieſt when he officiates at the 
altar is a thing altogether IN SENSIb LE, and not known, 


to the attending People; it is as Precarious and Uncer- 


tan, as is the unſtable mind of Min, whether we Conſider 
im, as a Creature Loaden with unwilling Inffrmities either 
of Memory, or Judgment, or whether we look upon him, 
© not infallibly ſecur'd from being deſignedly Falſe, De- 
*tful, Eh poeritical, and even Heretical in his Miniftration ; 
iy Une of theſe Probabilities or but Poſſibilities, makes the 

Bregation's depending upon his Aſeanins and Intention, 
o be a Worſhiping of God with they know not what, pre- 


O 2 ſenting 


L 152 


ſenting him with that which they are not Sure 1s of 
Value, nay it may be, with That which is an N 
in his Sight; At beſt, tis Worſhiping him, with f. 


which, by reaſon of its Uncertainty is but Doubtfi and | 


Suſpicious, and therefore not of Faith; and the Iloly C 
by the Pen of St. Paul has infallibly aſſur d us, that r 
« foever is not ef Faith is Sin ”. [Rom xiv. 23.] much was 
muſt it be ſo, when in Exchange for this Faithle(; Wee. 
ſhip we depart from, and reje# the CERTAINTY of hi 
Acceptable Service, which has always been paid to * 
by the Primitive and Univerſal Church, in ſuch Plain and 
manifeſt Terms, as promote and ftrengthen our Faith 6 
ſerve us from all Doubt and Deſpondency ee 
Orthodoxy of Our Worſhip, and make us ſure and ſaticſi.q 


that we Worſhip Our God in Spirit and in TRUT H, tn 


the Father ſeeketh SUCH to Worſhip him. 
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Of the Sacrifice. 
"SEAT. Ly; 


S to the Great Chriſtian Sacrifice of the 


- The Preacher dwells upon what their Clay. 
deſtine Agreement ſays about it, in their &. 
5 N cond Article Anno 1732. [ for which Ses 
S pag. 71.] And inſiſts upon 'THA Ta a 
Sufficient Proviſion for this Tremendous Sacrifice. 


1ſt, I have already in Pages 23. 29. 30. 31. 51. 52. 61. 
78. 79. largely expcſed the Fallacy of this Pretence, to 
which the Reader is referr'd, to Save needleſs Repetition, 
but 11 is very well worth his further Obſervation, that the 
Liturgy of the [ntenticnaliſts, appoints the Offertory er. 
vice to he uſed, © the Alms for the Poor and OTHER 
* DEVOTIONS of the People to be Collected, and 
the Prieſt to preſent and place them“ wpon the Holy Tabl: 
and to pray God to Accept them, in theſe Words, «? 
* bumbly beſeech thee moſt mercifully to accept our Alms and 
« OBL ATIONS ”, and all this when there is NO 
COMMUNION : Which demonſtrably proves, that the 


Laſt Reviewing Convocation, added the Word 110 7 


* * * * XK 3% & * X c K „ „ 4 
* * 
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TIONS with no more Regard to the time of Commu- 
nion, than to the Time of No Communion having order'd 
ne Word Oblations to be uſed in the Prayer when there is 
H Communion*; and there is no Mark of Superior Diſtin- 
frion annexed to the Word Oblations when there is a Com- 
munion : much leſs can it with any Appearance of Reaſon 
be firmed, that the Convocation Added the Word O B- 
LATIONS purely and only with reſpect to the Bread 
1nd Vene when there is a Communion ; for, if they had ſo 
refrained and Limited the Uſe of That Word, they would 
goubtleſs have appointed it to be Omitted when there is 
NU COMMUNION, which we ſee by their Rubricks they 
he not done, and that Conſequently, they have not added 
the Word OBLATIONS, to be reſtrain'd to the Eread and 


W ine alone-+ 


:dly, Nay further, by duly weighing That Convocation's 
Acts, in the Rubricks, the Word Q3LATIONS ” ap- 
pears to be added, only for the Sake of“ The Alms and other 
« Devotions of the People in a Decent Baſin ” to be placed 
by the Prieft on © the Holy Table” : becauſe, the Convoca- 
tion not only calls THEM in the Prayer © OBLATIONS *”* 
when there is no Bread and Wine at all On the Table; 
But further yet, becauſe the fame Convocation Suppoſes, 
that even when there is a Communion, there may happen 
to be“ NO ALMS OR OBLATIONS ”; For, the Ru- 
bricks are theſe, © evhen there is a COMMUNION the Prieſt 
« [ball then Place upon the Table ſo much Bread and Wine as 
* be ſhall think 22 After which done the Prieſt ſball 
* ſay”, © Let us Pray for the I hole State of Chriſt's Church, 
„Kc.“ „ Almighty and Everliving God” « We 
* humbly beſeech thee moſt mercifully L ACCEPT our 
« Alms and OBL ATIONS] rd there be no Alms or Ob- 
* lations, then ſball the Hords [of Accepting our Alms and 
* O3LATIONS ] be left out unſaid”. Theſe are the Con- 


vocation's Rubricks when there is a Communion ; wherein 


tis manifeſt, there is a Caſe and Rule to Omit the Words 
Ams and Oblations ”, the Bread and Wine being at the 
very dame time then preſent on the Table: Which 1 

7 


| EY 


* See the Courſe of the Rubricks, from juſt before the 
Sentences of the Offertory, to the End of the Prayer for 
the Whole State of Chrift's Church, militant here in Earth , 
and alſo the Firſt Rubrick after the Collects, at the End 
at the Communion Service. | 
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Snppoſes in this Caſe, that, tho' Bread and Wi 
there on the Table, yet © Oblations are not — fe 
want of the! Alm fer the Poor and other Devotions of the 
'Y People in the Baſin”, which Want may happen by the 

| Great Peverty of the Prieſt, and when none but ſuch poor 
People as himſelf, do communicate with him, as in ſome 
Cafes of ->ickneſs, Perſecution, and the like, for which na 
doubt the Convocation makes this Proviſion ; and therch 

Suppoſes, that, tho' Bread and Wine are on the Table, yet 
there are no Oblations there, by reaſon of no Collections 
having been made in the Baſin ; Conſequently it does not 
appear, that there is Any Convocation Act or Rule, which 
gives the Title of OBLATIONS to the Bread and Wine 

There is another remarkable Thing which preſents it 

ſelf to our View ; *tis this, that the Convocation does ex- 
reſſy Honour © The Devotions of the People in the Baſin " 
with the Term of OBLATIONS, when placed alone with- 
out any Bread and Wine on the Table ; but never gives 
the Title of OBLATIONS to the Bread and Wine, when 
plac'd there, alone, without the Ams and other Devotion. 
the People in the Be ſin: And tis further Obſervable, that 
the Convocation makes a Conſiderable Difference between 
the ſolemn manner of preſenting Alms and Oblations, and 
but no more than placing the Bread and Wine on the Ta- 
ble : The Rubrick punctually enjoyns, “ The Deacons, 
« Churchwardeng, &c?*. concerning © be Alms and other De. 
<« wotions of the People in the Baſin ”, that they ſhall © RE. 
« YERENTLY bring it to the Prieſt, who ſhall HU! 
« BL PRESENT, and place it upon the HOLY Table ", 
And then pray God to accept them; which areSclemnitics 
ſuitable to all Oblations made to Almighty God : But 
as for the Bread and Wine, there are No Deacons or 
Churchwardens, &c. order d REVYERENTLY to bring 
them to the Prief ; nor is the Prieft appointed by any Ru- 
brick, HUMBLY to PRESENT them ; no, no, This Re- 
verence in bringing, and this Humbly PRESENTING them 
as Oblations to God, are wholly omitted, not the Leaſt 
Word of any ſuch profound Reverential Solemnities rela- 
16 ting to Oblations, nor ſo much as any Order at all to PRE- 
4 SENT them as ſuch: All that the Rubrick enjoyns is no 
more than this, that the Prieſt ſhall * PLACE upon the 
« Table fo much Bread and Wine as be ſball think ſufficient ": 
"Tis no Higher an Act than barely to PLACE them there. 
which falls vaſtly ſhort of PRESENTING them, and 
. much more ſhort of HUMBLY PRESENTING THEM, 
Il. as the Offerings of God ought to be PRESENTED. 2 


1 

that upon a due Conſideration of all the Rubricks relating 
to this matter, and of That Conyocation's having ſubſcrib- 
-4 to the Doctrines which Oppoſe the Sacrament's being a 
SACRIFICE ; it is manifeſt, that the Word Oblations, as 
it ſands in their Liturgy, regards not the Bread and Wine, 
bur the Money, c. in the Baſin; and that Conſequently 
he Church Acts of that Synod, do not in fact, order the 
prieſt to Pray God to accept of any Oblations of Bread and 
Wine: "Theſe Publick Acts of the Church of England are 
an Over-ballance againſt the Private Judgment of Mr Lan- 
rence, by which, at any time before NOW, he has been led 
to Suppoſe or grant (without Church Proof] that the Eſta- 
bliſhed Liturgy makes to God an Oblation of the Bread and 
Wine : For, Since the Church of England herſelf has by 
her Publick Acts determin'd no other than the Money, &c. 
in the Baſin, to be the Oblations, and has no where deter- 
mind the Bread and Wine to be fo; all the Aſſertions of 
Private Judgment that the Bread and Wine are by her ap- 
pointed to be Oblations, are without any Ground or Foun- 
dation of her Publick Acts: Much leſs do thoſe Acts deter- 
mine, that the Bread and Wine are the Sacrifice of Chriſt's 
Repreſentative Body and Blood, at that moment of time, when 
the Prieſt is appointed to Pray for the Acceptance of their 
Aims and Oblations, at which time the Bread and Wine are 
not, by ANY CONSECRA'TION WHATSOEVER made 
his Repreſentative Body and Blood. 


zaly, Our Intentionaliſts, in their Second Article of Pri- 
vate [not Church Synodical ] Agreement 1732, {Ste pag. 
71.] are ſo ſenſible that this Unconſecrated Bread and Wine 
are not the Great Sacrifice of Chriſt's Repreſentative Body 
and Blood; that they Themſelves give em no Higher Cha- 
racter.than That . The Church * INTENDS” — 
the Prieſt ſhould (fer them IN ORDER to The Sa- 
Fcial Ainiſtration, according to the [nſtitution of Jeſus Chriſt, 
in remembrance of bis Death and Paſſion”. Now, tho" 
this Intention of the Church; they ſpeak of, Cannot be 
proy'd by any Church Synodical Act, ¶ but the very Contra- 
ry is the Doctrine of the Church, whoſe the Liturgy is, 
and who Oppoſes the Sacrament's being a Sacrifice, as I have 
already prov'd } yet, Their Prieſt's ſuppoſed offering © them 
{N ORDER to. the Sacrificial Miniſtration, is Their Ac- 
knowledgment in effect, that ſuch his offering em, IS NOT 
that Sacrificial Miniſtration it ſelf, IN ORDER to which 
he is fancy'd to offer them ; for, that which is done IN 
ORDER to a Thing, is not that very Thing, In, Order to 


Lich 
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| ewhich it is done; to ſay that it is, amounts to the me, 

gree of Nonſenſe, as to affirm, That the Introduction +, 
any Thing of a more exalted Nature, is the very ſame wit) 
That more excellent Thing, to which it is indeed but « 
Introduction: And therefore, as our Private Intentional, 
are got no further than an Intended Introduction to wir. 
they Call The Sacrificial Miniſtration ; So, tis manifeſt tha 
In this Introduction, they have not the Sacrificial inis 
tion it ſelf, In ORDER to which, they ſay the Bread a 
Wine are INTENDED by the Church, to be offer: 
and therefore, they have not the Sacrifice of Chriſt's V+. 
preſentative Body and Blood, in their Pretended Intent 
Introduction; If indeed they do mean, That Greac Chriſti: 
Sacrifice, by their Indefinite Terms of Sacrificial Jy. 
« {tration &c.” But, it is juſtly to be ſuſpected, that, thi: 
Agreement do's not mean any ſuch Thing; for if it did, 
why do's it not ſpeak out, and ſay the Sacrifice of Chriſ 
Repreſentative Body and Blood; why do's it rather ſay $4 
crificial Miniftration, which are Terms Equivecal, and may 
be apply'd to Praiſe and Thankſgiving with Our Mouth, when 
we have no Sacrifice of That Body and Blood? This lu. War 
determinate way of Agreeing, would be better exchanged 47 
for that definite untrimming way, which is more agrecable "I 
to the Plain Simplicity of the Goſpel of Chriſt 4 [ 


athly, But further, If Contrary to the Acts of the Church f 
of England her Self, it ſhould be Suppoſed [ tho” not to be 
granted] that all this, of offering the Unconſecrated Bread 
and Wine, IN ORDER to the Sacrificial Miniſtration, as they | 
call it, were © INTENDED ” by the Church, to be done « be 
by the officiating Pricſt ; what is all this to the Glory of 
God, and the Edifying of the Congregation, If the Prictt « ( 
whoſe Miniſtration ought to Contribute to both theſe Gres: 
Ends of his Office, will not ſo offer in ORDER TO, and 
will not in FACT 38 the Sacrificial Miniſtration of 00 
the Sacrifice of Chriſt's Repreſentative Body and Blood; 
and moreover, if the Liturgy it ſelf by which he miniſter, 
appoints no Addreſs to God, by the Performance whereof, 
be ſhould ſhew that he offers Thar Sacrifice ? Can the Sup- 
poſed INTENTION of the Church, make his not doing | . 
theſe Great Tliings, to become the VERY FACTS of re. 
ally doing them? No certainly, 'tis egregiouſly abſard to 
Suppoſe it, and altogether as Ridiculous, as to affirm, That 
the Suppoſed known Intention of One Man, or of many 
Men, neceſſarily determines the Will and Actions of Other 
Men: And therefore, to talk of the Church's Intention 
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0 determine the quality of a Prieſt's miniſtration, without 
Explici:e Facts in his miniſtration hich when he per- 
ſorms, ſhould demonſtrate and define the Nature of that mi- 
ation, (Let his own meaning and Intention be what they 
l is nothing elſe, but a Uſeleſs Amuſement ar Beſt, and 
merly unworthy of that Holy Zeal according to know- 
dee, which will r. promote the Glory of God, and 
baifcation of his Church, by the Chriſtian Prieſthoods 
Any min iſtring the Great Neceſſary Truths of his moſt 
Holy Religion, in Conformity to the Original Detign aud 
Purpoſe of Their Sacred Inſtitution 


cthly, Our Preacher, when ſafely following the Judg- 

ment of the Primitive and Univertal Church, ſaw Clear! 
ough, and ſhew'd it to the Wor Id, what is the Great Chi- 
fan Sacrifice, which ought to be offered, and which he, 
then, with all his Learning, Diligence, and Sincer ty did not 
and in the Liturgy, to the Ute of whieh he is now return'd, 
Look into his © Neceſſity of an Alteration” [ pag. 159 ] and 
there he tells you, That "This Sacrifice, take it in his own 
Words, is, & offering the CONSECR ATED Bread and mix'd 
ine, as the Repreſentative Sacrifice of Chriſt's Death ”. 
And again a little lower, The EUCHARISTIC AL OR- 
IHN is of the Spiritual, and REPRESENT ATIVE, not 
« of the Real and Human BODY OF OUR LORD” Ask 
him How muſt this Sacrifice be oiter'd ? he [ from pg. 145 
to pag. 148. ] largely teaches you, It muſt be by Prayer; 
ſays he, [ pag. 145. ] f the Prattice of the Patriarchs, of 
the Jews and Heathens ; If the Cuſtom of the <vhole Ii or!d 
" be Sufficient to pive us a juſt Idea of the NATURE OF 
« 4 SACRIFICE, then we may infer the NECESSITY 
« OF OFFERING IT BY PRAYER”. After which, he 
bag 146.] refers you to Numerous Authors, for the Proof 
of this Univerſal Practice. Ask him next, What if you 
ſhould be in Suſpence, which of the Two Communion to 
Chooſe, That which uſes an Oblatory Prayer, and there; 
unconhredly Secures the Reality of the Sacrifice; or 'I'rar 
other Communion, which upon modern Suppoſitions, re- 


ect An Oblatory Prayer as Unneceſſary, and thereby makes . 


on fear and ſuſpect, that they have not the Sacrifice in 
their Miniſtration, tho' at the ſame time they give onr with 
great lwelling Words, that they really have it; and there- 
put you to a Stand, that you cannot retolve as yet, waich 
* to determine? Our Preacher, as a Judicious and Faith- 
Fal Guide, has taught you an ; cellent Way how to get 
ein of this State of Tormenting Don't and Jrreſol ut on, In 

P theſe 
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theſe Words, pag. 147-] „Sure 2 Little MOD 10 
« ſuffi-iert to Oblige us to Submit MR PRIVATE an 
* SUPPORTED CONFECTURES, to the Conſentient P,... 
e tice of all Joes; A Little PRIMITIVE ZEAL and C. 

% ian Ardeny” [fays he] © vill teach ws to Chooſe tj 
« SURYE 11S, to SECURE to cur Selves the Pins gs. 3 
« Inſtilut jon, and treſer a CERTAIN PERFORIAL ANCE ef 
« our Duty to a probable Omiſſion and NEGLECT of it”; And 
in the nent Page he informs you that I here there i; \,) 
% SACRIFICE, there the moſt Solemn part of the Chriſtian 
« W:+/hipis wanting, and an Inſtitution of Chriſt is laid ofids" 
Winch is a very fair Warning, not to forſake what we know, 
dog undlcibtedly Serure, the Obſervation of this Divine In. 
ſtitution. Ae him then How the Liturgy, to the Uſ» of 
which he is now return'd, Can fairly be interpreted to en- 
joyn this Creat Neceſſary Sacrifice? Or where dos i: 
THERE APPEAR, that © rhe {LTEKERS of the Litwr- 
* 2y beli-y/d ihe Euchariſt to be 'a Sacrifice, or DIG 
«it {Pould be offered as Such? His Anſwer is very fr.nk 
and Iugenuous in theſe Remarkable Words, [ pag. 149. 
« Has not the Learned Author ef the Defence plainly News, 
« that there is NOT ONE PR ER, in the while Comin: 
nion Service, before the Diſtribution of the Elements, from whic) 
che can gather any thing in favour of this Conſirufion ;, and 
* that thoſe Expreſſions, which ſbew any Countenarce this wa 
& ſeem <ijitly limited to a Different Senſe ? Add to this the HA. 
* CLUSION «>> a Prayer of Oblation in the firſt Liturgy from 


« the Sacrifi:ial part of the Solemnity, and the Tranſvoſction t 


eit to the Poſi Communion, evhich can NEFER BEINTER- 
« PRETLED leſs than a Compliance ævith the Peftrine lle 
« Calviniſts, and a DISREGARD to that of a SACRIFICE. 
Can cue imagine they evould throw out Every Thing that 


« SPOKE THE BELIEF OF 4 SACRIFICE, with any 


© other Deion than to ſatisfy the Scruples of thoſe WTO DE-. 


„% NIED 4:14.47 DOCTRINE ? And can ave ſuffer our ſelves 
* to tak, rey evould fo far impeſe upon the Minds of others, 
* as to Leroive them into an Ofinion that their Objections were 
© F271 ved, chen at the ſame time they deſigned to RET: N 
4 SCGBSTANCE of them ? This is ſpeaking lanter 
* thines of the Seccnd Reformers, than I am willing to believe: 
« | canme but thick they STRUCK OUT THE OBLAT 4055 
« berarſe they believed the SACRIFICE AN N 
« RY DOCTRINE, and removed all EFT[DENCE of 2 
* Principle lecauſe they diſewn'd it”. "Thus far we have 
ſeen, 1it, The Perser Honeſt Deſcription of the Tru: 
Nature of the Chriſtian Sacrifice. adly, His Ort hodox Ac 

knowledgmen“ 
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he lelgment and Proof of the Neceſſity of offering it by 
tener; 2dly, His Judicious Rule of Sccuring to Our 
<!1-05 the Certain Performance of Our Duty to Oger this 
Great Sacrifice, when Parties Contend about it, and there- 
be put us into a State of Doubt and Fear what fide to cloſe 
with and adhere to; and 4thly and laſtly, his Cogent rea- 
{ms why we cannot fo favonrably interpret concerning his 
Preſent Liturgy, as to re Satisficcl that thereby the Offer- 
ing of this Great Sacrifice is really Secur d to the Church. 


Ithly, But now the Preacher, finding himſelf in his 
New Practice to be Deſtitute of a Prayer of Oblation, 
whereby to ofter unto God the Father, the Grear Chri- 
ſin Sacrifice of the Repreſentative Body and Blood of 
Car Lord, raiſes a Duſt, as if he would hinder his Andi- 
ence from Seeing the Neceſſity of any ſuch Oblatory Pray- 
er. He takes upon him to affirm, That „Offering them ” 
the Elements] © HER CONSECRATION is Con- 
'@rrary to All the Ancient Liiteroies, which make the Obla- 


« 2107, before they call upon God to make the Elements Chriſi's , 


« Bedy and Blood”. This Equivocal Repreſentation of the 
Sacrifice may, happen to miſlead ſome unwary People into 
a falſe Notion ; that theſe Liturgies have no Oblatorv 
Prayer whereby to offer the Repreſentative Body and Blood 
of Chriſt ; and therefore, for the Preſervation of ſuch, 
the Fallacy muſt be detected 

In the firſt Place then, His Saving that “ Offering the 
* Elements AFTER CONSECRATION is Contrary to LL 
the Ancient Liturgie Deſerves a Severer Reflexion, than 
1 am willing to make, upon it; It ſhall ſuffice for me only 
to remind him, that he forgets himſelf by thus aſſerting 
directly Contrary to real matter of Fact, and to what he 
himſelf Once very well knew of the Nature of the Great 

hriſtian Sacrifice, [ viz. in his own Words] that it is 


*JFFERING THE CONSECRATED Bread and mixed 


ine, as the Repreſentative Sacrifice of Chriff's Death“. 
And 'tis alſo a flat Contradiction to his righteoully owning 
nd proving the Neceſſity of an Ohlatory Prayer, whereby 
to offer it, when he was regulated by the Judgment of the 
Primitive and Univerſal Church, as in page 157 Number 5 to 
which add here, that he quotes Juſtin Martyr, St. Cy- 
van, and Jertullian, and ſays of them thus {in his Neceſſity 
of an Alteration, pag 148.] © Theſe Inftances, together with 

tre Harmonious Conſent of ALL THE LITURGTITY of the 


THE 


* Ancients in preſeribing AN OBLATORY PRAYER AT 
| 1 
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* THE OFFERING of the Euchariſtiral Sarvifce, a , +; 
by ficient Evidence for the Practice of the Primitive Chu) 

Secondly, In what Part ſoever of their Liturgic, tie 
Oblatory Prayer was made, whether after pronouncing t 
Words of Inſtitution, and before the Invocation of the Hh. 
ly Ghoſt ; or whether it was after That Invocation be- 
fore the Diſtribution of the Sacrament, tis manifeſt, thar 
it was made after the Elements were ſo Conſecrated +; 
to be the Repreſentative Body and Blood of Chrift ; This i; N 
toriouſly Evident in ALL THOSE LITURGIES ; 1 
this makes it to be offering the Oblation or Sacrifice of } 
Chriſt's Repreſentative Body and Blood: The Preacher | 
cannot ſhew, that his Liturgy has any Oblatory Prater, 
after ſuch Conſecration ; tis utterly out of his Power. Bu, 
That the Reader may be preſerved from all Scrupuls(ty, | 
and not hang in Suſpence between the Preacher's ri} | 
Teaching and his now endeavouring to Unteach concern- | 
ing this Great Neceſſary of Our moſt ſolemn Worſhip, [ } 
will let him fee, that the Liturgies of the Primitive and 
Univerſal Church do make their Prayer of Oblation, after 
Conſecration by the Words of Inftitution ; and after Con- 
ſecration by the Prayer of Invocation; As Dr. Brett's 
Collection of Liturgies ſhall prove: For, 

Thirdly, In the Clementine Liturgy — after pronouncing 
the Words of Inſtitution, by which the Elements are made 
Chriſt's Repreſentative Body and Blood — the Prayer f 
Oblation is, Ve OFFER to thee our King and our Gd, 1c- | 
* cording to his Inſtitution, This Bread and this Cup ? . — © xd 
« we beſeech thee, that thou wilt look graciouſly on theſe Gifts 
« row lying before thee, O Thou Self-ſuiſicient God ; And accept 
<« rhem to the Honour of thy Chriſt. Then after the Invo- 
cation, when the Repreſentative, are now made more than 
ſo, viz. the Spiritual Life giving Body and Blood; They 
are continued to be offercd in Behalf of the whole Church, 
E#c. by an Oblatory Prayer of Interceſſion; wherein, tho 
"tis ſaid © ave pray” and © ave call upon thee ”, in Several 
parts of that Oblatory Prayer; yet thoſe Words are not 
the lower inferior Sort of Praying as at other times ; but 
the more exalted peculiar kind of Pra ing by the Sacrifice 
offer'd and now offering; becauſe, in ot er Pure of that Pray- 
er of Oblation, the Senſe is manifeſtly expreſſed by the Sacrt- 
ficial Terms, thus The Prieſt ſays & wwe call upon thee for 
« my Unworthineſs, WHO AM NOW OFFERING” which 
demonſtrates that the Interceſſion he was then engaged in, 
Was offering the Sacrifice at the ſame time. — So again, 


« FARTHER WEOFFER to thee for all the 8 
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in „e FARTHER OFFER to thee for this People, 
＋ FARTHER WE OFFER unto thee for ſeaſonable 
« //-ather, &c“ and ſo it ſtands exactly in the Original 
Greek, All this of © FARTHER We offer ” for ſuch 
1nd ſuch Perſons and Things, ſhews, that every Part of the 
juterceſſion in whatſoever Words uttered before this FAR. 
THER, muſt be alſo OF FERING for thoſe Perſons and 
Things; becauſe, FARTHER WE OFFER, ſhews the 
Continuance of that Offering which went before. [See Dr. 
Brett's Collection of Liturgies, pag. 9. 10. 11.] I thoughr 
it uſeful to premiſe this Obſervation ; becauſe it ſhews the 
True Nature of the Interceſſtons which in the Orthodox 
Liturgies follow the Invocation before Diſtribution ; 
This Clementine Liturgy being the moſt Ancient, and the 
Beſt Standard, by which to regulate all 1 and ſuch 
its Interceſſion being a Continuance of offering the Sa- 
crifice of Chriſt's Repreſentative Body and Blood, for all 
degrees of Men in God's Holy Church, Ec. 

In the Liturgy of St. James, After the Words of In- 
ſtitution; 

« We Sirners OFFER to thee, O Lord, This Tremendous 
Hand uml loody Sacrifice, beſeeching thee not to deal with as 
« after our Sins, &c ”. pag. 17. 

And after the Invocation of the Holy Ghoſt. 

«We OFFER alſo to the', O Lord, fer thy Holy Places, 
" & Remember Our Holy Fathers, &c”. throughout a long 
Ublatory Prayer, pag. 18. 19.20 

« We OFFER alſo for the Peace and Tranquility of the 
* evhole N orld, &c”. pag 21. 

* Let us pray to Nur Lord God, for the Holy, Precicus, Su- 
" perceleftial, Ineffable, Immaculate, Glorious, Tremendcus, and 
* Divine Oblation ” == that or Lord God would RE- 
(it upon his Holy, Superceleſtial, Spiritual and Intel- 
" lelzal Altar fer a Seveet ſmelling Saver, &c. « Peo- 
% tle, Amen. pag 21. 22. 

In St. Mark's Liturgy — After the Words of Inſti- 


tution. 
« Shewing forth therefore, O Lord Almighty Heavenly King, 


. the Death of thine only begotten Son our Lord, &c". —— 

e, O Lord God, have SEI BEFORE THEE thine own, 
we thine own Gifts ag. 37. 

* t. John , after the Words of In- 
Tution. | 


- * Through all and in all things, ve OFFER to thee thine 

Own, out of thine Oxon Gifts *. 

4% e OFFER to thee this Reaſonable and Unbloody Wer- 
ſip pag. 45, | 


After 
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After the Invocation of the Holy Spirit | 
« We OFFER moreover this Reaſonable Worbip, ſ th . 
= wg ern &c. pag. 46 | 1 
Me OFFER likewiſe this reaſonable WWor(hi; x 
&« World, &c. pag 48 15 p for the ai 


Ju the Liturgy of St. Baſil -— After the Words of . A 
ſtitution: hne 
« I herefore cue alſo, O Lord, having in Remembrance, Nc 1 wh1C 
5 through all and in all, OFFER to tive 11; © 
« own, out of thine own Gifts ”. pag 61. 'Y « 0ʃ 
« I herefore, O moſt Holy Lord, ve Sinner « i ture 
& proach thy Holy Altar, and LAYING BEFORE Ty A Ot 
« theſe SYMBOLS of the Holy Body and Blood of thy ! In 
« wwe pray and beſeech thee, O thou Holy of Holies, of i } Grad wht 
” mn oodneſs to ſend down thine Hel Spirit upon #5, &c x 
pag. 62. : " th 
After the Invocation of the Holy Spirit follows af «+ 
long Interceſſion, pag. 64. 65. 66 which is the Continuince! «1 
of the Great Oblation ; becauſe in pag 67 juſt after the Wl 
Prieſt has pray'd © Remember, O Lord, our Arch-Bilbo> N ER 
&c. The Deacon ſays © And for the moſt Devout Pries a Þ 
« N -— «obo is NOW OFFERING theſe Holy Gifis, & 
which plainly proves, that the Prieſt was even then G. e 
FERING the Gifts while making the Interceſſion, and ( the: 
ficiently manifeſts Prayer of Oblation after the Invocation, N 
In the Alexandrian 3 of St. Baſil —— After the F b 
Words of Inſtitution : . t 
« In Remembrance therefore of his Moſt Holy Suffering: Be 
* — Vie for all, through all, and in all OFFER : t 
« thee thine own out of thine own Gifts. pag. ; J b 
After the Invocation of the Holy Spirit — follows the f 
Interceſſion. 1 
In the Ethiopian Liturgy — after the Words of In. 17 
ſtitution. | Ks 
« And now, O Lord, celebrating the Memorial of thy Death © 3 
ce We OFFER to thee this Bread and this Cup, BY 
ag 86. 
1 Narr the Invocation of the Holy Spirit; N 
« Grant that we may be United in thy Holy Spirit, and teal Li 
« us by THIS OBL AT 1ON, that we may Live with thee f * 
« ever and ever Amen. pag. 8) After this at a little U- 
ſtance the Interceſſion pag 88. 89. 1 
In Neftorius's Liturgy. After the Words of Inſtitution — 
« Je OFFER to thee, this Lively, Holy, Acceptable, Er 
© cellent and Unbloody Sacrifice for all thy Creatures, and f. Re 


« zby Holy Catholick and Apoſtolick Church, &c. pag. 96. 97 
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in Herne Litu after the Words of Inſtitution; 
« // therefore, O Lord Jeſu, OFFER this Unbloody Sacri- 
& gie and implore thy Pity towards Mankind, &c ” pag 104. 
« RECEIVE upon thy Spiritual and Superceleſtial Aliar, 
« 1his SACRIFICE for a Seweet-ſmelling Savour *, pag. 105. 
After the Invocation of the Holy Ghoſt, there is a long 


2 Inerceſſion from pag. 106. to pag. 111. in one Part of 
= which the Prieſt ſays, pag. 110 Remember all Conditions 
2 « 1/r are departed in Chriſt, and for whom THES 
el 


« OBL TIONS ARE OFFER'D”, which ſhews the Na- 
re of this Interceſſion for others alſo ; and, that *tis the 


„bers of the fame Oblations in their Behalf 

7 In the Roman Miſſal After the Words of Iuſtitution 
f '2 Which follow the Invocation; 

K « I] Terefore, O Lord, «ve thy Servants, &c . OFFER unto 
* thy Glorious ee thine own Gifts and Preſents, a Pure 
i ＋ Hoſt *, an Holy Hoſt, an [Immaculate + Hoſt, The 


« Holy -1- Bread of Eternal Life, and the Cup + of Everlaſt 
ing Salvation upon which vouchſafe to look, with a 
* Propitions and Serene Countenance „&c pag 124. Which is 
z Prayer of Oblation after the Invocation. 


= In King Edward the VIth's firſt Liturgy, After the 
jd Words of Inſtitution which alſo follow the Iuvocation — 
6.4 there is this Prayer of Oblation; 


* Iherefore, O Lorde and Heavenly Father, accordyng to the 
* Inſtitucion of thy dearly beloved Sonne « We thy 
Humble Servauntes, do celebrate and make here before thy Di- 
" vine Majeſtie cuith theſe thy holy Giftes the Memorial whiche 
* thy Honne hath villed us to make : having in remembraunce 
* bis bleſſed Paſſion, &c ”. « entirely deſyringe thy 
" fatherly goodneſs mercifully to ACCEPTE thys OUR SA. 
* URIFICE of Prayſe and Thankesgiving, moſt humbly be- 


* * ſeeching thee to graunte, that by the Merites and Deathe of 

| * tly Sonne Jeſus Chriſt, and through Faith in his bloud, ve, 
mh and all thy <hole Church, may obteigne Remiſſion of our Sin- 
9 7 nen and all other Benefites of his Paſſion”, &c pag. 134; 


which is a Prayer of Oblation after the Invocation --—- 
: In Our Communion Office After the words of Inſtitu- 
uon, our Oblatory Prayer is, the ſame as in the Clementine 


Liturgy, with ſome ſmall difference in the Tranſlation not 
urting the Senſe, 
After 


tion FISH 

Er NE - 
4 | Or $ , — ® ® oo . 
1 Reader, acrifice, which is more intelligible to the Engliyb 
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After the Invocation of the Holy Spirit — © 
ance of the Oblation is, The Interceſſion beſcechine 
& moſt mercifully to ACCEPT THESE OUR 0418 


ar Continy. 
3 God 
ONS, S“ for the whole Church, &c” pag | 76 fra 
which is our Prayer of Oblation after the 2 * 
In St Cyr/'s Fifth Myſtagogical Catechiſm, is a Con. | 
firmation of what I have above obſerved, that the Church's q 
Interceſſion for all Men after the Conſecration, and before the 
Diſtribut ion, is offering the Sacrifice for em; for St C! 
ſays concerning the ſaid Interceſſions - * Ie OFFER- þ 
« ING PRAYERS for the Dead”. OFFER CHR IST 
« who awas ſlain for our Sins, that ue may render him, whois 
« the Lover of Men, gracious and PROPITIOUS l to them 1 > 
« and our Selves ” [pag 154 and 155 of Dr. Brett's Collect. 
ion] By which Words © OFFER CHRIST” The Saint 
refers moſt evidently to the Offering of the Repreſentatice 
Spe ritual Body and Blood of Chrift at the Altar, in their be- 
half; which being true of the Interceſſions for the Dead, Is, 
for the ſame reaſon, true of thoſe for the Living; and ſueus 
bis Teſtimony, that 'Theſe Interceſſions were Prayers of Ob. 
tation of the Great Chriſtian Sacrifice, for the Living and 
for the Dead, after twas Compleatly Conſecrated by the 
Invocation and Operation of the Holy Ghoſt. 

Thus I have prov'd from Dr. Brett's Collection of the 
Principal Liturgies uſed by the Chriſtian Church in the 
Celebration of the Holy Euchariſt, 'That Prayers of Ob- 
tion of the Repreſentative Body and Blood of Chriſt are de 
made after Conſecration; and particularly after the Com- | Dri 
fleat Conſecration, by the Invecation and Operation of the fei i 
Ghoſt, which Prayers of Oblation the Preacher moſt UN. 
ACCOUN'TA BLM denies in his Sermon. 

There are other Numerous Liturgies which Dr. Bret 
has not collected wherein are theſe Prayers of 00. 
lation after Con/ecration, — namely, the Liturgies of Rexar 
aotius's Collection; For in his Vol. I. Pages 15. 31,47 
105. and 106; There are four Liturgies, which make the 
Prayer of Oblation after the Words of Inſtitution; and after 
the Invocation they add Interceſſions for the whole Church, 
c. the Oblation ſtill continuing: In his Vol II. from 

pag 32. to pag. 619. There are no leſs than *Thirry-taree þ 

iturgies, which Expreſly and in full Terms Otter the Tre- 
mendous and Unbloody Sacrifice for the whole Church, &. 
After the Invocation of the Holy Spirit: Their Language 1 
full, plain, and expreſs, wanting no far-fetch'd ungrounded 
Interpretations, by fanciful Meanings and [atentions ; but 


aa 


ſ 
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4 MIL For the Sake of this Sacrifice, which by our ſin 


10 ful Hands is OF F ER'D to thee, O Lord, Remember Av 
« Fathers, &c”. [pag. 159] © He OFFER to thee, O Lord 
« {Imighty, this Divine Sacrifice, For thy whole Flock, &c. 
(6 hag. 172] « Receive alſo from my Hand: this E xcellent and 
« {yt lody Sacrifice ” [pag. 179] © We OFFER this Fucha- 
« zi before thee, O Lord”, [pag. 207 ] © We OFFER before 
« thee, O Lord God, this Pure and Holy Oblation, for thy Ca- 
« lick and Apoſtolick Church [Pag. 247.1. We OFFER 10 
« thre, O Lord of Lords, this Spiritual Sacrifice, fir the Uni- 
« eyſa Catholick Church (pag. 337.) Ve OFFER to thee, 
« () Lord, this Tremendous and Unbloody Sacrifice, for thy Holy 
Cole Church, &c . [pag. 361] e Pray thee, U Lord 
« (744, evo receiveſt the Myftick Sacrifices, RECEIVE this 
« [vin and ty Sacrifice, which WE OFFER to the 
« Homonr of th aje ” as 534] «KO Hol 0 Holies, 
« rd Gol of Hoſts, WA of FER to thee this 2 un- 
« bloody Sacrifice for the Holy Churches [pag. 555 — And 
ſuch like. 

Thus I have produced Inftances more than ſufficient, 
xhich abundantly prove againſt the Preacher, that the Li- 
rirgies of the Chriſtian Church do offer the Elements after 
Cnſecration, and thereby offer to God the Sacrifice of Chriſt's 
rhreſentative Body and Blood, by a Prayer of Oblation 
«hich the Party, to whom the Preacher is gone Over, moſt 
certainly do not; for, they have not any Prayer of Ob- 
lation after their pronouncing the Words of Inftitution, 
before they eat and drink the Elements; which Eating and 
Drinking they immediately proceed to, juſt after pronounc- 
1:2thoſe Words, without any the Leaſt appearance, nay with- 
out any pretended Implication, or any ſo much as Declared 
fanciful Intention, of Such au Oblatory Prayer. 
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Of the Pretended Church Authority. 
SECT, LVI. 


LLE Preacher teaches, that © If Hr. Collier had Au- 

* thority to Alter the FORM of Worſhip, then ſure his 

| ® Succeſſor bas Authority to alter too ”. "T'is certain» 
true, lo far as Authorit keeps within 1ts own Bounds ; 
Kt When it attempts any "Thing beyond thoſe Limits, the 
* th Plea 
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Plea of Authority is all 'Trifling, and not only ſo a 

ly miſchievons. Mr. Collier rightly reif "he OG 
ina Church Synod with his Collegues, and thereby he 
us Out ofa FORMLESS State, wherein we were deftin,r. q 
ſome of the Great NECESSARIES of that mot Solem 
Worſhip which the Church is Bound to pay to Almic). 
God] by this, he reduced us to Our INDISPENSIBLE Mil 
TY, Secur'd it, by a manifeſt Beautiful FORM, which ci 
dently and unavoidably contains thoſe Very NECESSA. 
RIES, which before were wanting, when we had NO FORM 
for the Practice of them: This was Mr. Colliey's Bounden 
Duty, and ſo he eſteem'd it to be; his Succeſſor liken if: 


udg'd the fame, and therefore concurr'd with him in that 
$ CESSARY WORK : This was exerting their Autho- 
rity [ not about Indifferent Things but] for the Reſtora- 
tion and Eſtabliſhment of Some of the Great Neceſſarics 
of God's moſt Solemn Worſhip, that we might conſtantly 
PRACTICE them, to the Glory of God and the Edification 
of his Church. 


Mr. Collier himſelf had not, and therefore certainly his 1 
Succeſſor has not, nay cannot have, any Authority whatſo- 5 
ever, to Throw us back again into Our FORMLESS STATE the 
and manifeſt Defe& of Neceſſary Duty: The Preacher by. 

| himſelf has very juſtly affirm'd, that © No Biſbop has Auth a] 
« rity to oppoſe an Inſtitution ”; and that © he can't at as [+ « | 
« pleaſes where there's a Divine Injunction. [Neceſhty of an all 
Alteration, pag. 44.] His Authority is out of its Bounds, when and 
it attempts to return us unto a NO FORM for Securing the der 
MATTER of the Sacrament ; NO FORM for aſcertain- En; 
ing the Compleat Conſecration ; NO FORM for a Prayer der 
of Oblation whereby to offer the Tremendous Sacrifice of Wl pic 
Chriſt's Repreſentative Body and Blood ; and NO FORM the 
of Prayer and Offering for the Faithful departed : To But 
attempt this, is an Endeavour, not to change our Form tor Bu] 
Another Form that contains thoſe Practices, but in Truth 50 
tis an Attempt to take away, not only ours, but all Forms of Ad 
Practiſing thoſe Neceſſaries, and Conſequently to pull doun ty 
and deſtroy the Neceſſaries themſelves ; which is Setting 3 
up a Pretended Authority to abrogate, inſtead of ſupporti"y Aj 
the Great Neceſſaries of our moſt Holy Religion: This | 
ſo Contrary to the whole Tenour of x 6 Chriſtian Diſpen- 6. 
ſation, that it wants no more Words to ſhew its Great Ab 
furdity, and that the Authority of Mr Colliers Succellor, « 
cannot poſſibly extend to the Setting aſide any of thot 4 
Neceſſaries, with a Pretence to ſupply their Want, by ths to 


meer NOTHING of Meanings and Intentions N Lyn 
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. VII. II E Preacher's Boaſting of a Majority of 
An T Biſhops on his Side, is the Old Exploded 


Topick, of moft Numbers, being an Argument that they are 
nn Retainers to the Truth ; Ar this Rate, Paganiſm and a bo- 
ny nein would have the Advantage of Chriſtianity; Arianiſm 
U- would once have been more Eligible than the Orthodox Faith; 


Pyjery now, rather than Proteſtantiſm ; Among Proteſtants the 
let Epiſcopal Uſurpations, rather than the Commiſſion of 
Chriſt by Epiſcopacy 3 and among Proteſtant Epiſcopalians 
hemſelves, the vaſt Number of thoſe who are in the ¶rong, 
ether than the few, the VERY FEW, who hold to that 
which is Right — But, as to the Majority of Numbers in 
the «-hcle Catholick Church of Chriſt from the Beginning of 
Chriſtianity to this Day, his Little au Party #7 it not, 
they are departed from the Neceſſary Facts of the Altar of 
the pda Church, and thereby cut themſelves off from 
that Altar — 

Their Boafted Numbers in the prefent Caſe, are ON- 
LY TWO OF OUR® revolted from us, and gone 


therefore of no Conſideration, when we come to Calculate 
by Numbers — This is his Majority, <0 againſt © the 
® Primitize and Univerſal Church for the firſt 1500 Years and 
* Jnger ”, nay, and againſt the preſent Univerſal Church too; 
al which, are ſo far ours, as they have conſtantly practis'd 
and ffi] do practice, thoſe Great Neceſſaries: See his won- 
derful Majority of Two, againſt this [I had almoſt ſaid] In- 
hnite Number ! — We can therefore ſpare him 26 Mo- 


0 een, end ſomething more, in this and other Proteſtant E- 
| q Wy pilcopal Countries, which he may add to his Two; and even 
10 then the Sum Total will be no more, than as a Drop of a 


Bucket to the Ocean, or a Grain of Sand Compared to the 
Bulk of the whole Earth: With this inconſiderable Addi- 
tion, we are under no Temptation to Envy their imaginary 
Advantage, but on the Contrary do really pity their Pover- 
ty, and pray for their Return to the Unity of that Glorious 
and Numerous Society, from whote Catholick Orthodox 
Altar, they are moſt manifeſtly divided. 


L LVIIT. E ran a “ Parallel, beteveen the Parliament 
g 1 Ef wvho make Laws, and have a Peabereto re- 
x peal them, or put them under an Arreſt, when they pleaſe,) and 

the Biſbops ; and he aſſerted, that the Church had Power 


over to thoſe who W ERE NOT OF US; and are 


0" alter and % change Prattices, &c. as /ie thenght ft. 
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Let us then keep him Company for a while in thi 

and try how vil ſuit wich bl preſent Caſe. : . 
An Englib Parliament who © make Laws" « Nehen! 

or © put them under an Arreſt „ Caonſiſts of King, Lords, and 

Commons; Or in other Words, The Upper and Lower Houſe 

with the King at the Head of them: The Preachers Little 


Party, has ha 


the Caſe before us; therefore, here his Parallel fails, and 
is utterly uſeleſs to his Cauſe. Again, as the Upper Houſe 


of an Engliſb Parliament does not by it ſelf alone make or 

Law; fo, to keep to his Parallel, the Upper 
Houſe of bis Little Party, if it had been aſſembled Synodi- 
cally, Ad IT WAS NOT, cannot by the Exgljb Conſtitu- 
tion, [to which they pretend to be attach'd ] make or te- 
E any Law relating to the Matters before us; and there- 
ore, here alſo his Parallel is of no Benefit: Laſtly, as in 
making or repealing Laws, the Upper and Lower Houſe of 
Parliament, Concur, and without ſuch Concurrence there 
cannot be any Statute Law — So, the Upper Houſe of | 


Repeal an 


his New Party, muſt, by the Engliſh Conſtitution have the 


Concurrence of the Lower Houſe, without which their Acts 


cannot become Eccleſiaſtical Laws but, this Con- 
currence they NEVER HAD, and therefore, the attempt- 
ed Parallel is utterly unprofitable to illuſtrate, or defend, 
their unauthorized Agreement. 


But laſtly, the Parallel pretended, is in truth no Pa. 
rallel at all. —- Becauſe, Chriſt the Supreme Head | 


and abſolute Sovereign of his Church, has by his Sole Le- 
giſlative Authority made Irrepealable Laws, for the PRAC- 


TICE of the Altar NECESSARIES; which Laus 


are above the Power of the Church's Authority to re- 
peal or make void. This, the Preacher himfelt has 
very well atteſted, when his Judgment was directed by That 
of the Primitive and Univerſal Church; for, he then Inge. 
nuouſly taught, this great 'T'ruth, that © the PRACTIC 


« inſifted upon to be RESTORED, have been ſhewn to ok IJ 


« INDISPENSABLE OBLIGATION and UNALT 


« RABLE by Man”. [See his Neceſſity of an Alteration, } 
pag. 150 Which demonſtrates the Fallacy of his now | 
ralking of the Church's Power to alter and change Practices, 


with relation to ſuch Practices as are of Indiſpenſable as 
% gation and Unalterable by Man”; [for we are not Conte . 
ing about INDIFFERENT 'THINGS, which are * 

/ 


no Spiritual Parliament of Upper and Low. | 
er Houſe, with the King of the Church at the Head of | 
them, to make, or repeal any Laws whatſoever relating to | 
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{y within the Power of the Church to appoint or abrogate 
the ſhall think fit.] | 

Theſe Unalterable Laws of Our Saviour, which eſta- 
pliſn the four Neceſſaries of Our Chriſtian Altar, are plain 
enough, in rhe Holy Scriptures, to thoſe who Seriouliy at- 
tend to their Evidence, and take to their Aſſiſtance the 
Teſtimony of the Primitive and Univerſal Church, to pre- 
Gree their Underſtanding from the Erroneous Wander- 
ings of PRIVATE JULGMENT, as has been abundant- 
ly prov'd in the Courſe of the Controverſy relating to theſe 
Neceſlaries ; and therefore, tis needlets here to enlarge 


upon that Argument. 


as 


U LIX, I Have now done with the MS. Memorandums of 


the Preacher's Sermon, given me by a Judicious 
Perſon who heard it.— If his Memory has therew miſrepre- 
ſcared what the Preacher utter'd, I ſhall willingly Corre& 
it, upon due Proof of the Miſtake. — The Preacher, I am 
inform'd, hands about the MS. of that Sermon, to draw the 
People after him but forbids their taking a Copy of 
it; All that I can ſay to this is, That if he will as gene- 
rouſly print and give it away, as I do my Obſervations upon 
his and his Parties Proceedings, I will by God's A ſſiſtauce, 
as publickly own and ſubmit to the Neceſſary Truths (if 
any) advanced by him relating to Our Conteſt. — But if ir- 
ſtead thereof he produces nothing thus valuable, he muſt not 
take it amiſs, if I either expoſe his Fallacies, or neglect to 
Concern my Self with what I ſhall find to be of no 1mpor- 
tance ; while I am determin'd notwithſtanding, by the ſame 
Neceſſary Grace, not to break Chriſtian Charity «th him, 
in every Inſtance of Duty and Fraternal Affection. 


b. LX. 1558 the Preacher is very Urgent in preſſing the 
. Duty of adhering to the Biſhops. In Anſwer to 
which, we are very Senſible of the Obligation to pay ſuch 
Duty to thoſe Biſhops, who, by the Laws of Chriſt, and the 
thereto Conſentient Rules of the Primitive and Univerſal 
Church, are entitled to it : Some of the Marks by which 
we may know Such Eiſhops are rheſe 
They DO, what Chriſt, in the Inftitution of the Holy Sa- 
crament, commanded them to © DO” ; and therefore they 
"SACTICE the Four Catholick Uſages, [St. Lzke xxii. 19. 
. A. 281 | 
They © TEACH ” us © ro OBSERVE”, ſo as to reduce 
0 PRACTICE and keep, [St. Matth. xxviii. 20.] © all things 
«© wwhbat- 


E 
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« whatſoever he had © commanded” them, ſome of uh: 
are the Great Neceſſaries of the Chriſtian 13 


They“ * 7. as of the ABILITY avhich God giveth, that 


God may be GLORIFIED ”, CI Pez. iv. 119 by the Mani. 
feſtation of his Neceſſary Truths; In fo doing they auſwer 
the great End and Deſign of the Inſtitution of their High 
Order, which is © for the Edifying of the Body for Church) of 
« Chriſt ” (Eph. iv. 12. 14] to preſerve us from bein 
« Children toſſed to and fro, and carried about «ith every Wind 
« of Doctrine by the Sleight of Mes 

Theſe “ Miniſters of Chrift and faithful Stetvards of the 
« Myſteries of God, [1 Cor. iv. 1. 2] to whom the Lord has 
given © Authority for Edification” [2 Cor. x. 8] and who, 
according to the Indiſpenſible Rule of the Holy Ghoſt, take 


care, that * ALL THINGS be done to Edifying ” (1 Cor. xiv, 


26.] © HAVE” the © ALUTAR ”. [Hebrews xiii. 10. 


St. Clement, one of St. Paul's “ fellcay Labourers, whoſe : 


Names are in the Book of Life [Philippians iv. 3] gives 
this Character of ſuch Biſhops as theſe, era we mult not 
forſake, that they ( Holily and without Blame offer the Gift; 
[St. Clement's firſt Epiſtle to the Corinthians, Cap. xliv.] 
St. Ignatius alſo; the Glorious Primitive Martyr, points 
out to us, what Biſhops and Prieſts they are, to whom we muſt 
Cleave and be United, namely, © Thoſe <vho preſide over” us 
« to be Our PATTERN AND DIRECTION in the way 
« to Immortality; [St. Ignatius s Epiſtle to the Magpneſians, 


Cap. vi.] This Way to IMMORTALITY is the Encharif}, 


as the ſame Saint informs us in another Epiſtle, where he 
ſays, Breaking One and the Same Bread <vhich is the MEDI- 
« CINE OF IMMORTALITY ; our Antidote that we ſt 
« not die, but live for ever in Chriſt Feſus ” [Epiſt to the Hy. 
fians Chap. xx.} Therefore, the Biſhops ro whom we muſt 
be United, are thoſe, who Lead and direct us to a Bleiled 
Immortality, by their Rightly and duly adminiſtring That 
Holy Sacrament : 

"Tis [with a Rightful Ordination] Their FAITH- 
FULNESS in the Stewardſhip of this Divine Myſtery, 
Their due Diſcharge of this 3 This IM MOR. 
TALIZING MINISTRAT ION, that gives to their Fel- 
lowſhip and Communion, the High Prerogative of being 
moſt remarkably entitled 'THE ar. 


from which Communion and Fellowſhip, is undoubtedly an 
Extream Aggravation of the Sin of Schiſm: Hence the 


Same bleſſed Martyr ſays, Let no Man deceive himſelf, 


8 


TAR by the Primitive 
Chriſtians; a Cauſeleſs Wilful Separation and Diviſion 


ms aa ©, fend 
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« , Wan be not WTTHIN THE ALTAR, be is deprived 
« of the Bread of God ”. [[bid. Chap. v.] 

The Holy Apoſtles, the Apoſtolick Fathers, and the Or- 
thodox Primitive Biſhops, were all Retainers to, and WITH- 
IN THE ALTAR}; and therefore, all Schiſmaticks from 
their Communion were ſaid to be, NOT WITHIN THE 
ALTAR ; and there never was a known ,condemn'd Schiſma- 
tick, who divided from the Communion of the Primitive 
Church, but he broke Communion with ſuch Orthodox Cler- 

45 were the Guardians and Supporters of the Neceſſaries 
of the Chriſtian Altar. Oh, where are the Biſhops and Prieſts, 
in the Preacher's Party, who maintain and uphold the 
PRACTICE of thoſe Neceflaries, that we may run after 
and adhere to them? Are they the manifeſt OPPOSERS 
of the Reſtoration of that PRACTICE? Are they the 
Notorious REVOLTERS from it? Certainly no, "Theſe 


Queſtions anſwer themſelves, in the very propoſing. Where 


then ſhall we find among them any Faithful Guardians of 
the Altar Neceflarizs, while we know of none in their 
whole Party, which conſiſts only of theſe Oppoſers and Re- 
wolters? To Such as theſe, neither the Divine Oracles of 
the Holy Scriptures, nor the Apoſtolick and Primitive Fa- 
thers and Councils, do at all en;oyn us to unite and adhere ; 
but on the Contrary, the Holy Ghoſt commands to mark 
and avoid them, in ſuch their Revolting and dividing Op- 
poſitions. [Rom xvi. 17.]J 

"Tis in Vain therefore, for medern Preachers and Writers, 
to charge Orthodox Epiſcopal Communions with the Sins 
of Spiritual Rebellion and Schiſm, and in the Language of 
the Primitive Writers, to threaten them with the dire Con- 
ſequences thereof, only for refuſing ro Comply with the 
Novel Inventions of Private Anti-Primitive Judgment, which 
not uy but even deſtroy the very Practice of the 
Altar Neceſſaries; maiming thereby the Inſtituted Com- 
pleatneſs and Spiritual Efficacy of the Sacrament of Chriſt's 
Body and Blood, and Conſequently demonſtrating, that ſuch 
Inventors, Have uot, are not within, the Altar, but are deſti- 
tate of thoſe Primitive Marks and Characteriſticks, which 
ſhould diſtinguiſh them to be really Apoſtolick, and AS 
SUCH entitled to that Submiſſion and Adherence, which 
the Holy Scriptures, and the Writings of the Primo-Pri- 
minve Fathers do unanimouſly require us to pay, to thoſe 
Rightfully Ordained Biſhops who are within the Altar, and 
do undoubtedly SECURE to us all the Neceſſaries there- 
of, as the Faithful Stewards of the Myſteries of God ought 


o do, in Obedience to the Inftitution of Jeſus Chriſt. Such 
C 
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Such are the Biſhops to whom we ſtill adher . 
ted ; Our Revolters, os were but very lately 10 Ar 
them, have deſerted them and us, and are gone Over to Fa 
Known Oppoſers of the Reſtoration of the Altar Necla 
ries; they have 4 vgs and are now become in FACT 

ers of the PRACTICE of thoſe Neceſlaries : 


o then to the Preacher, and conſult his well informes | 
Judgment, when it was influenced by that of the Primitivo. 


and Univerſal Church. —— Ask him, in this Situation, What 
Cenſure, what Character is due to us, when We 01e 
the © REVIVAL“ of theſe Indiſpenſible Neceſſarie; 


take it in his own Words without the leaft Variation, im- 
mediately following his Commendation of their Excellen- | 


cy, that © they preſerve the Medium between POPERY an! 
« CALVINEM, frike at the Foundation of Some of th» 
« Corrupt Practices of the ROMISH COMMUNION. 


« Revival of them? Then he ſubjoins againſt our Diſre- 
gard of Primitive Evidence, and our Oppoſing the Reſto- 
ration of theſe Neceſlaries, [pag. 151. © his Neceſſr of 
an Alteration] and ſays, © We SEPARATE from Chriſt 
« and his Apoſtles, from the COMMUNIDN of the Primitive 
« Chriſtians, from the Higheſt Ages of Devotion, and the moſt 
« noble Examples of Holineſs and INSPIRATION. / 
« DIVIDE from Biſbops, Confeſſors and Martyrs, from thoſe 
« pho lived neareſt the Apoſtolical Age, and were BEST AC- 
« QUAINTED with the Chriſtian Inftitutions : We neglect 
ce tbe SECUREST GUIDE :o Truth, change an UNER- 
« RING RULE OF PRACTICE for a PRECARIOUS 
« AND PRIVATE DI ION, and diſrecard the 
« BEST ASSURANCES of Heaven : In a Word, Ie 
« UNDERMINE the Sacred and Inviolable Authority of 
« the Holy Scriptures, when cue depreciate the Evidence upen 
e aphich they are received; we STRIKE AT the Eterna! 
« Dictates of Infinite Wiſdom, INVALIDATE. all the Be- 
« nefits of Divine Revelation, and REMOVE THE FOUN- 
« DATIONS OF CHRISTIANITY . This is his 
Dreadful Charge againſt the Oppoſers, than which, no- 
thing more terrible can be uttered againſt the MOST 
PROFLIGATE HERETICKS. Should not then the 
Guilty tremble at the 'Thoughts of Revolting from this 
Bleſſed © Communion ”, This © SECUREST GUIDE to 
« Jyuth”, This © UNERRING RULE OF PRACTICE”, 
Theſe © BEST ASSURANCES of Heaven; when by 


their 


id | 
« overthrow the new Religion of the ANTI EPISCO PAL, 
« SECT. And is not this” [ſays he] © Su icient to preſs a ? 


© — - — - 
— 
an 
_ 4 — 


r 
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r Revolt they. plunge themſelves into ſuch a fearful 
by nin of Sin, _ « SEPARATE from Chriſt and 
« lis Apoſtles - © UN DERMINE” the 
« AUTHORITY of the * Scriptures ” STRIKE Al 
« be Eternal Dictates of * Wiſdom ” INVALI- 
« DATE all the Benefits of Divine Revelation” and © RE- 
« MOVE the Foundations of Chriſtianity ” ? Oh Doctor 
nd Preacher look to your Selves ! Theſe are Matters of 
wo great Importance, ightly to be looked over, and diſ- 
ded ! Then he gives excellent Rules How the Cler- 
rear Bl 
ſhould ſtand in the Gap, to prevent or cure Theſe Ca- 
ial Enormitics ; & , therefore (ſays he] ve have any Ne- 
guard to the P [CE and Command of Our Saviour, to 
e UNITY of his Myſtical Body, and the COMMUNION 
% SAINTS ; If ave have any Concern for the Articles of 
« aw E.41[TH, for the Divine J. RUT HS OF THE GOSPEL, 
i tor the FORCE of a Sacrament, and the Rewards of E. 
« ternity, we muſt be INST ANT in Seaſon, and OUT OF 
« SEASON; eve muſt Vindicate the Teſtimony of the Fathers 
« ind the PRACTICE of the Church, as the EVIDENCE of 
« Scriprure, and the BEST INTERPRETATION of the Di. 
eine Oraclts , we muft PRESS for a Conformity with the 
« aninnovated Ages of NN and SEARCH OUT THE 
0 PATHS WHERE IS THE GUOD WAY, and 
" Walk therein, that we may find 2 to our Souls”. ¶ Jerem. 
11.16] Pious and ſafe are theſe Rules, and the Old 
Faths“ and © Good Way ” ſufficiently diftinguiſh'd and 
planly mark'd out for us, by the whole 'Tenour of the 
boſpel Diſpenſation, and the Uninterrupted Doctrine and | 
PRACTICE of the Primitive and Univerfal Church ; 
hich indiſpenſibly require the Miniſtration of Neceſſary | 
Litrgick Truths in the Church of God: while we there- 1 
fore CONTINUE our Courſe in theſe ſure Old Paths, and 
Conſtantly walk in this High Way that Leads to Eternal | 
Life, we demonſtrate Our Strict © Regard to The PRAC- | 
* TICE and Command of Our Saviour ”, that we adhere to | 
the * UNITY of bis Myſtical Body and the COMMUNION | 
x Saints” ; we approve our Selves to have the utmoſt | 
: Lonceyn for the Articles of Our Faith, for the Divine Truths | | 
of the Goſpel” * and? for the Force and comfortable 1 
| 


[ — 
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Effects of the moſt Bleſſed Sacrament of Chriſt's Body and 
blood By this, we eſcape the dangerous Pit-falls, which 
de innumerable in the Bye Paths, and Croſs Ways of | 
Meng PRIVATE. UDGMENT ; we are Secur'd from 1 
the Infection of N VEL INVENTIONS which under- 1 


R | 7 mine | 1 
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mine, and are deſtructive of the Truth; we are preſery'd 
from the ſingular PRIDE and VANITY of Leaning to 
Our Own falſe Underſtanding, in Oppoſition to the Tots f 
mony of the Univerſal Church; we are Secur'd from th 
Tormenting Anxiety, Diſtruſt and Suſpicion, which muſt 
one time or other haunt the Minds of thoſe who bare 
been better inform'd, and yet inconſiftently attempt to 
Serve God with they know not what, inſtead of his ap- 
ointed Service; and we are advanced above all thoſe 
Dreadful Cutting Pains of a wounded Conſcience, which, 
firſt or laſt, are the Reſult and Conſequence of Mens wilfu}. 
ly Revolting from the PRACTICE of thoſe Sacred Truths, 
the Neceſſity whereof themſelves have been rightly Con- 
vinc'd of, and with a Pious Commendable Zeal according 
to Knowledge, recommended, taugt, and ENJOYN'D o 


others alſo : Let us then Adhere to the Safe Guidance and 4 
Direction of the Primitive Catholick Church, in the Ne- 80! 
ceſſaries of God's moſt Solemn 8 earneſtly pray Tn 
to him, That Our Once Faithful Inſtructors may © Re. Re 
«* member bo they have received and heard“ (l; 
[Rev. iii. 3.] and © from whence they are fallen Ne 
that they may Repent and do their “ firſt Mert. = 
[ Rev. ii. 5. And “ The God of Patience and Conſolation , 
« grant them and us © # be LIKE MINDED one i 4 
« wards another, ACCORDING JO CHRIST FESUS : * 
« that we may with One Mind and One Mouth, Glorifie God, for 
« even the Father of Our Lord Feſus Chriſt . [Rom. xv. 5. cor 
6.] © To whom be Praiſe Ii. e. GLORY, Sita] and D- 0 
« minion for ever and ever, Amen ”, [1 Pet. iv. 11. Fa 
Cate 
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LI. O Demonſtrate further, that Dr, 8B — 5 
and the Preacher's Out- cry againſt us as 
Schiſmaticks, for not going the ſaid Doctor's Lengths, is an 
lnſignificant Noiſe and Clamour about Nothing, it is very 
Remarkable, that the ſaid Doctor pays ſo little Regard to his 
Candeſtine Agreement of 1732, wherein he promis'd his 
New Party, that . from and after the firſt of September ” 
in that Year, he would © Jay aſide our Office and * ad- 
6 minifter the Holy Euchariſt according to the Form preſcrib'd 
© in the 1 Liturgy of the Church of England ”. [See 
ae. 72.] I fay, ſo little do's he — — this Promiſe, That, 
for five Months and more after That iſt of September, he 
continued to adminiſter the Euchariſt to Some of Our 
Communicants, after this following Manner, to make them 
Eaſy ; as J have it in an Original Letter from one of them, 
ated the 1ſt February laſt : vin | 

He begins with the INTROTT for the Day, and 
b afterwards proceeds according to the Form of the ¶Eſta- 
" bliſhed] Liturgy till the Concluſion of the Words of Inſti- 
" tutjon, viz. Do this in Remembrance, &c He then ſub- 
" joyns the Form in OUR LITURGY” [| calld the 
New Office! „from the Words IAHEREFORE HAV 


Rs rayer, by which the OBL ATION and INVOCATION ire 
made. He uſeth the Prayer for the Church militant [<vith 
3 tre Title] to the Words Need, Sickneſs, &c and then ſub- 
" jons, WE COMMEND UNTO THY MERCY, &c. as 


T m OURS to the Concluſion of that Prayer. And doth PUB- 
LICKLY MIX the Wine and Water. 


lle and his Party term Schiſmaticks, and in that Very 
R 2 Form 


IN REMEMBRANCE, &c. to the Concluſion of that” 


Thus the Doctor dreads not, to miniſter to them, whom 
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Form and Manner too, which, he ſays, is the Cauſe of 
the pretended Schiſm This would be wonderful Manage. 
ment, and unaccountable Hardineſs indeed, if the Docto: 
did really believe himſelf, when he cries out apaing |. 
SCHISM ! But the Wonder may ceaſe, by the — 
tion of a Charitable Gueſs, that the Doctor may have re. 
pented of the Wrong Step he had taken in making the 
ſaid Promiſe : For, no Man is Bound by an unlawful Ag rec. 
ment, any more than he is by an anlawful Oath. C 


But, be the Doctor's Motive, for this ſurprizing Behaviour 
as it will: he is by Letter from his Party in London reprov'd 
for it; To This Reproof, he returns his Anſwer to Mr. 
FI. G. dated March 1. 1532-3, whereof I have an Exact 
Copy ; and therein he owns the Fact of fo adminiſtring to 
Our Communicants as above; and ſays, he“ thought it 
* beſt to bring them gradually to a liking of the Communicy 
« Office in the Common Prayer Book; And THEREFORE 
ve did for their preſent SATISFACTION uſe the Addition,” 
abovementioned, “ l ſuch time as he © Could help them, 
« to ah Anſcver to Mr. L 's Book. And therefore 
having received Mr. 8 —— 's Anſwer to My L . 
he © ſent it to them, together with a Letter to acquaint them, 
that no they ſhould no longer expect᷑ or deſire any manner a 
«© Addition to the Communion Office in the Common Prayer, ani 
« that for the future he ſbould adminiſter to them in that Form 
c without acviating from it in a Tittle ". 


oo e m3 


In which Anſwer of the Doctor, we ſee, that he is not 
the Penitent, my Charitable Gueſs would have been glad 
to have found him; And that, according to his own Prin. 
ciples, He, in this Matter, did Evil that Good might con: 
of it; For, if his Promiſe in the Clandeſtine Agreement 
was Juſt and Good, as he profeſſes it was, then His Breach 
of it was an Immore Evil, and therefore not to be excu 
by his new Invention f Meaning and Intention, or aDehg! 
of procuring thereby any the Greateſt Good Whaticevcr. 


And thus the Doctor did not Scruple, deliberetely and 
for a long time together, to plunge himſelf into what the 
Primus of his new Party calls © Schiſmatical in the Church 
«* and Rebellious in the State [Sce pag. 99.]; And this, with 
an Intention to give © preſent Satisfaction to [Men, in Com. 
munion with Thoſe who by himſelf are term dl Schiſmatick 
by commune wed their Suppoſed Sin, that he may reduce 
them to his Pretended Unity of the Church: A Hopeful 

Sort of Practical Divinity | The 
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Doctor in another Part of his Anſwer fays, That 
A « yeceived Letters from the Chief f ho 7 eee 
icants in the Country be peat of, © that they would be 
« Satisfied with the E RBabl, Form —— And farther, 
« that by * his © Temporary Compliance he has preſeryd that 
Little Congregation, and brought them tobe INTIRELY 
« ith” Tis New Party. But Contrary to all this, I am 
gurd from the Mouths of no Leſs than Three of Our 
Communicants in that Country, [who Came to London and 
kindly made me a Viſit, after the Date of the Doctor's An- 
ſxer ;] That the Little Congregation the Doctor ſpeaks of, 
bare forbidden his Coming to them to miniſter in his 
new Manner; that he has not preſervd them, as he terms 
it; that they are not One with his new Party; but that 
they retain their Catholick Principles, and cannot come 
into his New Practice. And for a further Confirmation of 
all this, I have ſeen an Original Letter under the Doctor's 
own Hand, dated 16th April 173 þ wn is 46 Days after 
the Date of his Anſwer, which Letter He wrote, to draw 
the Little Congregation into a Compliance with his new 
Method, to which he had not yet brought them, as is ma- 
nifeſt by his Manner of arguing with em in the Contents 
of that Letter. And to Crown all — I have another 
Letter, from One of that Little Congregation, dated 2d 
Jul 17 33» which informs me © the Doctors Information to 
r. G6 —— is Intirely Groundleſs ” : And by this Letter, 
and the Teſtimony of one of our aboveſaid Communicants 
who viſited me, I find, that no Body there, has comply'd 
with him But Two Ladies, ane of them about Fourſcore 
Years of Age, and the other about 'Threeſcore. The Bare 
Mention of Theſe Things, is Severe enough. I pity the 
Doctor! But neceſſary Truth muſt be juſtified. 


The Doctor in his ſaid Anſwer to Mr. 6 promiſes 
him * that be ſhall every where hereafter, as he has hither- 
to done in his own Houſe, adinifer tbe Euchariſt I N- 
* TIRELY according to the Book ommon Prayer „ Hut 
neither will this Stand the Teſt; For, even in his own 
Houſe, He is known to make the Mixture ofenty, and in or- 
der to Proſelyte to his Party, he profeſſes, when arguing 
to that Purpoſe, 'That © as tothe Mixture he do's it publick- 
%% And that he © wſes the Sign of the 4 in Conſecra- 

ting”; as I can prove by Letters from that Country, not 
only dated before he made this Promiſe to Mr. but 


iconhiderable time, namely, ſome Months Since that ro 
| | miſe 
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miſe; And the Doctor himſelf alſo in his Anſwer to Mr 
. pleads for the Lawfulneſs of his Uſe of an Introir 
which, he Toys, * he looks upon to be no more a Brews, of 


« AGREE T, than to Sing Sternhold and Hopkins 
Tho” by the way, theſe two are quite different; The firg 
being no Cuſtom of the Church of England for the Prieſt 
to pive out and read at the Altar; and the other, an Old 
Tolerated Cuſtom of the Church, for the Lay-Clerk to give 
out in his Desk, and the People to Sing with him, while 
*tis ſuppos'd the Prieſt is preparing for the Communion 
Service. In ſhort [Sternhold and Hopkins] a long tolerated 
Cuſtom of the Church, which at length obtains an Equiva- 
Jence to the Appearance of a Law, is no Argument for the 
Lawfulnefs of Introducing a Cuſtom again, viz. The In- 
troit which the ſame Church once had by Law, and which 
ſhe afterwards annull'd and diſcharg'd out of her Publick 
Service, ſo, as that it was no Longer her Cuſtom at all. 

And thus we ſee How the Doctor's Agreement with his 
new Party, do's not yet fit ſmoothly upon his Mind, ſince, 
notwithſtanding his Profeſſions of Intire Compliance, He 
do's not miniſter in UNIFORMITY, with them ; but, in 
no Leſs than three Inſtances, The Introit, The Publick 
Mixture, and the Sign of the +, differs from them in Pra 
crice, and Breaks the Laws both of That Church and 
State, to which he pretends an Intire Attachment. 

Such Guidance as This, Backward and Forward, und 
Back again, is but a ſandy Foundation, whereon to Rail: 
the Charge of Schiſm, againſt thoſe who will not follow, 
nor be Led by Such Cucertain and Irregular Motions : Ad- 
herence and Unity with Theſe, 15 Unity with we know 
not What, except, the CERTAINTY of being at Unity 
one Way or other, with That which is Wrong. | 


—— 


ADVERTISEMENT. 


HAT I have to fay to The Northern 

Writer, and further to Dr. B— and 
his Appendix, is now in the Press; and I in- 
tend it to be diſtributed ſo ſoon as the Printer 
can work it off, 
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Correct as hereunder, 


AGE 2z. lin. 26. read, Know, if granted, 
lin. 35. 36. read, has endeavoured to prove 
Pag. 31. lin. 21. read, Are Sup ſed to be the Bread 
lin. 22. read, And without all doubt are the 
Mone 
lin. 28. read, The Oblations | 
lin. 39 & 40. read, Their Suppoſed firſt 
Pag. 44. lin. 11. read, Chriſt's Church 
Pag. 52. lin. 11. read, Be it ſuppoſed So, 
lin. 16. read, Are ſuppos'd to be offer d 
Pag. 111. lin. 18, read, it hſtood St. Petey 
Pag. 112. lin. 5. read, but ſo, 
lin. 13. read, [ i. e. 
ibid. read, © is 
Pag. 131. lin. 40. read, Whole, 
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THE 


SUPPLEMENT CONTINUED 


In Anſwer to 


The Northern Iriter's 


APPENDIX, 


Dr. Brett's PAMPHLET, 
AND 
The Appendix thereto Annex'd.. 


BEING 


A Detection of the Fallacies and Inſufficiency of 
Their Attempts to prove, that the Church of England's 


in her firſt Reform'd Common Prayer Book. 


Wherein alſo 


heir Endeavours to Repreſent the Candeſtine 
Azreement of 1732, as a Scheme uſeful to promote the 
SOUND UNITY of the Church, are prov'd inſignificant; 
and the Aeveement it ſelf is ſhewn to be INCONSÞ- 
TENT with THAT UNITY. | 


— — 


—ͤ— — 


Iliy call ye me Lord, Lord, and DO NOT the Things 
which I ſay? [St. Luke vi. 46.) 

i bat doth it profit my Brethren, tho a Man ſay he hath FAITH, 
and hade NO WORKS ? Can FAITH ſave bim? [St. James 
1. 14.] 

To him that knoxweth to DO Good, and DOTH IT NOT, 
'o him it is SIN. [St. James iv. 17.] | 

He that DOETH 'TRUTH cometh to the LIGHT, that 
2 DEEDS may be made MANIFEST, that they are 
WEOUGHT in God. [St. John iii. 21. 


— 


— — — 


LONDON PRINTED MDCCXXXIV. 


Preſent Liturgy retains ſome Uſages, which were enjoyn d 


— 
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The Supplement continued, 


In Anſwer to 


The NORTHERN WRITER's 
APPENDIX, Oc. 


l [without any Painful Emo- 
tion] I do but ſmile at The 
Title Page of your Appendix, 
which calls my © [ndiſpenſible 
Obligation, A SCURRI- 
| LOUS LIBEL ; So, I am Cha- 
28 ritably moy'd to Compaſſionate 
that Diſpoſition of Mind, which 
puſh'd you upon moving Out of and Contrary to Character, 
when you Stoop'd ſo low, as, to the mean Employment of 
Caſting Filth and Dirt at your Opponent, to make him ap- 
pear an odious Perſon, made up of this moſt Frightful Com- 
poſtion, namely, of Impotent Rage, « monſtrouſly 
" tranſported ”, [pag 1-] ©. anparallel'd Bolaneſs ”, [ pag. 2.1 
" Outragiouſly inſults *' ; * a Black Conſpiracy ”, [ pag. 3.1 
* Paveing the Way to Popery, and giving a Broad Intimation be 
WILL ſhortly renounce both his Orders and His BAPTISM 
" 10”; — © He muſt not think to put out our Eyes, that 
ve mayn't ſee whither HE. IS retreating, and whither HE 
" HOPES to Lead thoſe who are ſo blind and ſo untbinking as 
"to follow him; [pag. 4] © COUNTERFETITS fanding 
#) for the Glory of God”, 2 Schiſm, and Pri- 


« vate 
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« vate Revenge, [ pag. 5. ] © He has 
« Leaven of his PRESBY TERIAN ED 
ing in him; [pag. 5. 6.] © His uſual Confidence and Spleen”; 


Hl ſome of the oll 
CATION rem... 


His Talent of RAILING, at which he is ace 
ledo'd to be very Expert; (pag. 8.] “ Thijs PERVERSE 
« Writer”; pag. 9.] “ whotakes a Pride in avowing himſelf 
« a bitter Enemy, not only to the Doctrine, but alſo to the ver 

« BEING of 4 Church of England”; pag. go. ] “ 70 
« Eepregious Vanity ” [pag. 69.] “ His groſs Ignorance jn the 
MOST COMMON "THINGS ”, (pag. 75. Had yon but 
been aware of the Quality of that Spirit, who prompted all 
this and much more of the Like Nature, utter'd in your 
Appendix, I am ſo charitable as to hope, you would have 
writ with better Temper, and not have ſafer him thus 
far to prevail againſt you. 

But enough of this ; I am above the Scavinger Drudgery 
of Retaliation, and will preſs you with nothing more than 
the Merits of the Cauſe, which being a Matter of the High- 
eſt Importance, The Arguments to Support it, while I am 
poſſeſs's of them, will abundantly more than Satisfy and 
recompence me, for all the juſt Demands which I have a- 
gainſt you. 


S LXIII. * OU frequently complain, that I have not 

anſwer'd what you call your ARGU- 
MEN Ts in your two Diſcourſes ; and you tell me indeed, 
that I CANNOT anſwer them. To be plain with you, 


cc 


Sir, Your Book is deſtitute of all ARGUMENT, it hen! 


abounds with your own unprov'd magiſterial Aſſertions ; wit 
the Private Opinions of Particular Doctors, not agreeable to 
the Sentiments of other Doctors as Learned as they ; and with 
your Partial and therefore}/rong Inferences, which you draw 
from the very Paſſages of the Primitive Fathers and of ſome 
Fragments of Later Liturgies quoted by you ; all theſe to- 
gether amount not to One Argument, that the Publick Li- 
turgy of the Church of England allows of, or provides for, 
the Uſages you pretend it contains; and therefore, it may 
juſtly be fad that YOUR ARGUMENTS cannot be an- 
ſwer'd, becauſe indeed you have not yet any Arguments : 
And how can Anſwers be given to that which 18 NOT? 
And yet, Sir, I have in Pages 94 and 95 ſo far taken no- 
tice of that Book, as to prove its Inſufficiency upon the Ar- 
ticles of Prayer for the Dead, The Invocation, and Oblation , 
and ſhall think it worth while further to Expoſe its Falla- 


cies, whenſoever you ſhall make it a Publick Book, me 
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(urcl of England Ferſelf may ſee your manner of defend- 
in; what you Cell her Cauſe, and which, for that Reaſon, 
werhinks, you ſhould not ſuffer to walk on ftill in Darkneſs, 
6 now it do's, and is therefore not in a due Situation, for 
my Anſwer at Large thereto, which 1 intend to be Oper 
and Publick, when you will give me the Proper Occaſion. 

ln the mean time, I ſhall not altogether paſs by That 
cok in theſe Papers; tho I muſt tell you, That All you 
hive therein ſaid, is ſufficiently obviated, by the Publick Au- 
tentick Acts of the Church of England herſelf, the very 
naming of which, without any Interpretations put upon 
them, is enough, in all reaſon to Overthrow every thing 
that you have yet advanc'd. 

Theſe Acts are produc'd in the foregoing Pages, and by 
ſeriouly comparing them with your unprov'd Aſſertions, 
the Fallacies of your whole Book are eaſily detected. Nay, 
if an Honeſt Common Reader will but ſeriouſly peruſe, on- 
ly the Communion Service of his Common Prayer Book, 
[about which alone is the whole Diſpute] he may, withour 


being a Doctor of Divinity, plainl ſee, [ contrary to all 


your Pretences ] that, There is no Injunction to mix Water 
with the Sacramental Wine; No Prayer appointed where- 
with to offer the Sacrifice of Chriſt's Repreſentative Body 
and Blood ; No determinate Prayer to God, to make the 
ELEMENTS THEMSELVES, to be Chriſt's Body and 
Blood; and no determinate Prayer or Offering for the Faith 
jul deyarted.: To ſee the Abſence of theſe, requires no Clerk- 
%, no Profoundneſs of Criticiſm in the Art of Reaſoning ; 
induſtrious common Senſe [ impartially attended to] is e- 
nough for this Diſcovery ; aud to argue otherwiſe, as if 
thi; Service were not to be underſtood, but by Men of Great 
Learning and Nice Criticks, whoſe deep Inſight in the 
Knowledge of Myſteries, and prefound Secrets, enables them 
to ſce all theſe four Neceſſaries ſufficiently provided fot in 
that Service, is, in effect, the ſame thing as to ſay, that the 
Language thereof is as Abſtruſe and Difficult to a common 
loneſt Reader, as is an untnocun Tongue; nay, and even more 
than ſo, to ſome of the Learned themſelves, who have not 
yer been able to find out theſe Neceflaries in that Service, 
(as your Friend Dr. Brett himſelf acknowledges, See VI. 
bag 13. from Line 25. and forward] which defames the 
dervice, as more diſreputable, than the Romiſh Worſhip in. 
an Unknown Tongue, and expoſes it as a flagrant Oppoſi- 
tion to the Canon of the Holy Ghoſt [ often referr'd to in 
theſe Papers] which N commands the Miniſtrations 
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of the Church to be in a Language underfiood by the Un 
Icarned, and contributing to their ¶dification; nay farther 
to make the Engljb Liturgy thus Dark and Myſterious, ;, 
Directly Contrary to the Church of England's Publick De- 
claration of its Eaſineſs to be underſtood ; for, in Her Pre. 
face thereto,, which is her Publick Act, She Affirms that 
Her © RULES”: there © Set forth ” -- © ave PLAIN and 
'** EASIE to be underſtood” : Whereas you and your Party 
by your Late Agreement, give them the Dif reputation of 
being in themſelves ſo dark and difficult, as to Want the 
Help of your Declared [ntentions, to unfold the Myſteries pre- 
tended]y contain'd in them 


S LXIV. V OU have Set yourſelf up, as a Healer of 

our unhappy Diviſions, and I ſhould hearti- 
ly have rejoic'd if you had really been ſo; but the Misfor- 
tune 1s, that your 8 Attachment to Private Jndy- 
ment, and your Poſitive Way of aſſerting, inſtead of prov- 
ing, have caus'd you ſo to 3 as that neither of the 
Contending Parties can acquieſce in your Propoſals, and 
the Reſult of your 'Tampering in this weighty Affair, is, 
that there are now more Diviſions, than there were Before 
= attempted a Coalition, by ſuch Means, as in their own 

ature are utterly unſuitable for ſo Defireable an End, 


S$ LXV. Y OU acknowledge, Pag 2, what my It 5 

affirms, that © from the beginning of Chr ſti- 
© anity to the Council of Nice and long after, the Catholick 
* Church was United in One Holy Dectrine, Diſcipline, and 
« MANNER OF WORSHIP. One of the Ingredients 
then of the Unity of the Primitive Church, is that MAN- 
NER OF WORSHIP : This MANNER of Worſhip 


. was happily reſtor' d to us Anno 1717 and 1718, as in my Il. 


by a Synod of Biſhops aſſembled with their Presbyters; 
whereby we were Secur dd of being in that Safe Unity. But, 
You Oppoſe this Manner of Worſhip, & thereby That Unity 


$ XLVI. OU fay, Pag. 3, concerning what they then 

Y ſubſcribed, that © 4 V. 74 orthy Perſon of 
© Another Nation, has now RETRACT that Subſcrip- 
« tien“. This, if it were True, affects not the Merits of 
the Subſcription, any more than Arch-Biſhop Cranmer's Recan- 


tat ion of his Proteſtant Principles, in favour of Popery, at- 


fected the Merits of his Former Subſcriptions againſt Po- 
pery : Mens Frailties in forſaking, are no Arguments to 


prove, 
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rroye, any Badneſs in that Cauſe which they forſake : and 
'hercfore, this Allegation, is utterly uſeleſs if it were true. 
but, in reality that worthy Perſon, Eiſhop Gadderar [ now 
deceaſed ] continued the Miniſtration of the four Uſages; 
and in his Letter to a Friend in London, dated Old Aberdeen 
Nev. 12. 1732. thus reflects on Dr. B in theſe Words, 
« [ an: ſorry [ ſays he] “ that Dr. B — and others cannot 
« ee their Brethren to be as EXPLICITE in the Matters 
« which they themſelves bave Learnedly ard Laboriouſly Cen- 
« tended for, as our Communion Office is; with which, it may 
« be Suppoſed, they would be Satisfied **; This is contrary to 
any Such Retractation as you talk of. 


FLXVII. OU fancy, That, That Subſcription nulls 

Y the Euchariſt of the Church of Exeland, 
and then Conclude with the Papiſts, that if © the Church of 
England has n.t the Sacrament which Chriſt inſtituted“ ſhe 
* has not the Sacrament at al! no Euchariſt no Church ” 
— her “ Orders are null”, &c. pag. 5. But, be theſe 
Premiſes what they will, the Conſequence which you and 
the Papiſts draw from them is deny'd; for, This Conſe- 
quence do's not follow from thoſe Premiſſes, becauſe, the 
Church of England ORIGINALLY receiv'd Authority and 
Commiſſion to Ordain and Conſecrate the Sacrameur, Ec. 
dhe in fact Conveys this Commiſſion to others - what 
ſhe receiv'd, ſhe gives — and theſe Fact of Receiving and 
Giving are True and Valid, even if the Execution of one 
Part of the Commiſſion, viz. to Conſerrate the Sacrament 
vere omitted, or neglected : becauſe, a Commſſion to act 
in a Function is One Thisg, and Acting in the Duties of 


that Function is Another; The Commiſſion ſtill Subſiſts, 


when the Act for which 'twas given is not exerted. A Lazy 
Chriſtian Prieſt who never performs his Duties of Baptix- 


ing, Conſecrating the Euchariſt, &. for which he was Com- 


miſſon d, nay, and it may be, totally withdraws himſelf 
from the Execation of them, to Live altogether a Jecrlay 
Lie, remains a Prieſt ſtill, his Commiſſion is not made Null 
and Void, by his Neglect and Worldly-mindedneſs; If he 
repents of theſe Crimes and would Execute the Duties of 
his Function, he do's not Want a New Ordination, his firſt 
mmiſhon remains in full Force, and the ſame holds true 
of a negligent Biſhop, who, if he ſhould Conſtantly Omit to 
zaminiſſer the Euchariſt would remain a Biſhop ſtill, his 
Sinful Neglect of this Part of his Duty for which he was 
Commiſſion's, would not Null his Commiſſion, but the Or- 
< dinations 


\ 
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dinations perform'd by him would be good and valid, they 


executed by him, during Such his Habitual Omiſſign of the |} | 


other Parts of his Function. The Fewiſh Pric | 

not made Null and Void, by their War of "ole 
Years in the Wilderneſs, nor by their Like Want dries 
their 70 Years Captivity in Babylon —— all which ſhens 
the Notorious Fallacy of the Papiſts, and your Nulling the 


Church of Zngland's Orders, Ec. in Cate of her not hays 4 


ing the Euchariſt as Chriſt inſtituted it 


Ss LXVIII. I you'll patienly review your Reflection up» : 


where 


on your Opponents in pag 6. 
you ſay “ When once Men take the Liberty to depart from 
* their Rule given em by that Publick AUTHORITY Aꝰ 


« God has ſet over them, there is no End of I. anderine, of 4 


« dividing and ſubdividing, &c. Yow'll find 'twas too Ha 
ſtily utter'd, for want of a juſt diſtinction; for, RULES 


given by Publick Authority are not always right; If you i 


want Proof for this Negative, take a View of the Rules in 


Rome, Italy, Spain, France, &c. and then See, how judi- I 


cious is your Caſuiſtry, which teaches to adhere to a Rule 

iven -— without atfixing any Limitation ; according to 
which, the Vicar of Bray's Maxim holds good, that © «hen 
„de are at Rome, we muſt do as they do at Rome“; This 
is an Eaſy Saving Article! by the Practice whereof, a Man 
1s always Secure of Sleeping in a whole Skin : But, Such La- 


titude here, will not Secure Our Safety hereafter ; Defini- 


tive Doctrine determining the Nature of a Rule that binds 


the Conſcience, is more becoming a DIVINE, who ſhould | 


be a Sound Teacher of the Ignorant; This Definitive 
Inſtruction contributes to their Preſervation from the dan 


gerous Latitudinarean Weakneſs, of being carried and turn'd } 


about with every Wind of Doctrine, that may chance to gain 
the Reputation, of being made the Publik Rule of their 
Times, and the Places of their Habitation 

Let us now See the Exactneſs of your Reaſoning with 
Relation to the Four Uſages, &c. 


* * K * R X NX X + X X + F R X X ® + 
K * ½ 4 „ „ * „ 4 % 4 4 4 ½ 


Iſt, Of the Invocation. 


* 


§SLXIX. 1 HAVE largely ſhew'd upon this Article, 


That the 8 Grant that we receiving, Kc. 


is not Equivalent to the Catholick Invocation in ny - 
* 
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u the VIch's Firſt Common Prayer Book, for whic b 
See 8 XVI. pag. 22 _ SXX. No. 3. pag. 28. — I XXV. 
; 1 XXXII. No. 4. pag. 79. -— pag. 94. and S LIII 

nhout. 
get you are ſo very Generons ! as to Own with me © 7t 
« f Typ, This Prayer was ALTERED to give ſome SATIS- 
« FACTION to thoſe who DISLIK'D it, becauſe the Church 
« of Rome had made uſe of it to Countenance the Doctrine of 
6 Tranſubſt rntiation *. pag. 13 
Then 'tis as plain, as that 2 and 3 make 5, That the Al- 
eration is ſuch, as to give the Satisfaction deſired; they 
DISLIK'D praying that the Bread and Wine may BE the 
gody and Blood; *rwas alrer'd to 3 and there- 
fre into a Petition that do's not pray that the Bread and 
Wine may BE the Body and Blood; this you muſt allow 
upon the Truth of your own Aſſertion, and the honeſty and 
lixcerity of thoſe who made the alteration to Satisfy the 
Complainants ; for, as what you here afhrm is True; So 
tis as True, that they who alter'd the firſt Prayer to Give 
UATISFACTION to thoſe who diflik'd it, were not ſuch 
Cl-ats and Fools, as to alter it for another Petition that 
pray'd the very SAME THING, which was DISLIK'D, 
and to expect at the ſame time that ſuch a Suppos'd Alte- 
ration, would give the SATISFACTION defired. Sure, 
dr, you are not ſo uncharitable as to believe and ſay, thus 
Lrerely of the Honeſty and Common Senſe of the A LT E- 
RERS of the firſt Prayer. Your Prayer therefore © Grant, 
&:”. do's not pray the Same as the firſt Prayer did, v'z 
that the Bread and Wine may BE. the Body and Blood, and 
conſequently all your attempts to prove that it do's fo, are 
fruſtrated by this your own Conceſſion. 


XX. I Find you make me another Conceſſion, which 
alſo ee your endeavours to prove t hat 

pour Prayer Grant, &c”. is the Catholick Invocation; 
for, in my $ XX. No. 3. pag. 28. 29. I have prov'd, that 
Ih the Prayer © Grant, Cc. did pray that receiving Eread 
ad Wine may be the MEANS of our Partaking of Chriſt's 
Body and Blood, yet this would not neceſſarily pray, that 
tote Elements themſelves may BE that Body and Blood, 
becauſe, the Church of England teaches, that a Man in want 
the Sacrament, can EA IL AND DRINK Chriſt's Body 
and Blood, by Means, viz. Repentance, Faith in, and a thanł- 
8 remembrance of Chriſt's Death, which Means are not them- 
el es in any reſpect the Body and Blood of Chriſt . 
alter 


pray that our receiving Bread and Wine, may be the MEANS 


the Same Thing. Sce more upon this p. 140, Er. 


188 
ter Viſitation of the Sick.) In Anſwer to this, 

7 pag. kindly Grant me, 'THEY ARE NOT a 
«SO, when the Sacrament may be had“ which is as BK 
as I deſire of yon, and {o we are agreed, that Thoſe Grace: 
are not themſelvs Ordinarily, the Body and Blood of Oar 

Lord ; by which at Unawares you come to my Argument 
that the Church Teaches, there are Means of Eatino and | 
Drinking Chriſt's Body and Blood, which Means arc not 

themſelves in = reſpect that Body and Blood; and thar 

therefore your Prayer © Grant, c. do's not neceſlaril 
Pray, that the Elements MAY BE His Body and Blood 

{ut yet, that you may have the Pleaſire of Contradictino 
you will have it, that in “ the Extraordinary Caſe” -_Y 
[ viz. Want of the Sacrament ] Thoſe Graces of Taub, R. 
pentance, &c. © Certainly ARE CHRIST'S BODY AND 8 
* BLOOD in Seme reſpect; pag. 15. for which you give no 
Argument; but aſſert roundly they are 80 © as they fan 
« in the Place of the Sacrament, and ars a MEANS of Uni 
ting us to Chriſt ” : Ibid. which again, before you are a. 
ware, Spoils your whole Aſſertion of their Being HIS 50. 
Dy AND BLOOD; becauſe, SUCH MEANS of © Us. ! 
« ting us to Chriſt”, as you call it, but as the Church of 
England terms it, Eating and Drinking his Body and f 
Cannot by any Divine Revelation, be prov'd to BE HIS | 
Body and Blood, at all; for, there is no Such Revelation, 
that ever taught ſo: The Bare Light of Reaſon cannot 
teach this, but indeed the direct Contrary, becauſe, This 
informs us, that the MEANS are One Thiug, and the 
END attain d thereby is ANOTHER, and that therefore, 
the Means themſelves are NOT THE END, and Conſequent- 
ly, that Faith, Repentance, &c. which are the MEANS of 
Ering and Drinking, cannot BE, the BODY AND BLOOD 
of Chriſt, the Eating and Drinking whereof, is the END 
of thoſe Means in that Rubrick : Deny this, and ſay that 
thoſe Graces ARE HIS BODY AND BLOOD; and theu 
we ſhall ſee the Exactneſe of your Reaſoning Faculty, in 
making the MEANS and the END to be One and the 
Same Thing, which is an Abſurdity ; and Conſequently, to 


wa 6«C.4£a 1 þkOUIi 4 aw. 1 «. Mt. 2 


of Our receiving Chriſt's Body and Blood, is not neceſſari. 
ly a Prayer, that "Thoſe Means MAY BE his Body and 
Blood; becauſe the Means and the End are not One and 


& LXXI, 
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X. VO ask me pag. 14. © Is vt This Ru- 
te Scottiſh Liturgy ? 1 anſwer yes it is in thoſe two Books; 
and yet it has not [tho you ſay it has] (be ſame Force 
« againſt the Prayer in the firſt ook; pag. 14, — as it has 
againſt your Prayer © Gram, &c. d in the preſent Book — 
becauſe, the Prayer in the firſt Book is full and "Expreſs, 
that the Elements, * MAYBE? “ THE BODY 
AND 8LOOD “, fas alſo in. the Scorch Liturgy] q and your 
Prayer (Grant, rc. ] is no ſuch Prayer at all; it is alto 
ther Different from, and bears no Reſemblance to, that 
fiſt Catholick Invocation, and conſequently, the Rubrick 
after the Viſitation of the Sick in all the three Books,' is no 
Argument againſt the Catholick Invocation in the firſt 
Book, while it ſtands a good Argument againſt the Prayer 
in the Laſt Book; for, an Argument that ſtands good a- 

inſt a defective Thing, cannot with any tolerable Senſe 
ig to be of force againſt Another Fully Compleat ching, 
which is quite different from the other Defective One; or 
more Short, an Argument againſt a DEFECT, is not an 
Argument againft a COMPLEAT FULLNESS: And 
therefore, there was no need of taking notice of the Viſi- 
tation Rubrick, as it ftands in the firſt Book and the Scorch 
Liturguy (which have the Compleat Catholick Invocation] 
when twas juſtly produc'd from the Laft Book, againſt 
your Defe#ive. Prayer in the ſame Laſt Book, which has 
not the Compleat Catholick Invocation. NOT Boks 


SLXXILYA7Z7 HAT you endeavour to Argue from 
VV the Bare Opinion of Particular Doctors, 
ag. 9, 10, 11, Sc. is nothing to the Purpoſe, as has been 
already ſhewn in my pag. 94. the Arguments whereof 
Want no repeating. Other Doctors às learned and as 
knowing in the Nature of the Liturgy as they, have been, 
and are of a Contrary Judgment, no matter whether be- 
fore, in, or ſence,” the riſing of the preſent Diſpute; _ 
all for Particulars, — they. are \numerous, whether Pub- 
lick Writers or Others, is no Alteration of the Cafe. — 
- Biſhop Hickes in the moſt experienc' — of his Life [as 
1, and more, are Living Witneſſes,] Biſhop Collier; Biſhop 
Grijin, Biſhop Gadderar, Biſhop C , Biſhop R, 
Biſhop K , Dr. Brert, anct Biſhop 5, Thefe 
Nine derne whom add Prieſt PFrieſt Montgo- 
A Prieft Peck, Prieft Rattey, Prieſt Ford, Prieſt D —- , 


7 L. — , Prieſt . — f, Prie C—— kh, 
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Prieſt 7 —5, Dr. Grabe, (witneſs his De Forma & 
which. make Fourteen more, not to dignify among theſe 
THIS PERVERSE 'WRITER ”, as you handſom! 

term him, pag. ↄth Every One of all theſe, have 8 
their Teſtimony. againſt the Judgment of the much fewer 
Number produc'd by you; to which I can add, even ſome 
of the Parochial ſtill Living, not forgetting thoſe 
« 'VERY,MANY ” of whom Dr. Brett puts you in mind in 
his Prinſed Letter to you, pag. xxvii. of the Preface to 
your 'two Diſcourſes, -and of whom I have reminded him 


and you in 5 VI. pag. 13. and S LXIII. pag. 183. of theſe | 


Papers; to which very t Number may be join 
the Teſtimony of 2 — Learned Laicks, _ 
whom eſpecially Mr. Charles K and the V 
Learned and Judicious Dr. Francis Lee: Theſe are much 
more. Numerous than the Very few you have referr'd us 
to; and their Judgments Vaſtly Superior, as tis exactly a- 
prom with the Publick Acts of the Church of England 

er ſelf. | 

"Tis True, you may tell me, that Some of theſe have 
ſince declar'd they are now of another Opinion? Oh Dear 
Sir, who will queſtion this; hen *tis manifeſt enough 


that there is Dr. Brett againſt Dr. Breit, and again Dr. Brett 
againſt Brett, that is, Dr. Brett Anno 173 z. againſt the Dr. 


Brett of 1717; and after, this Dr. Brett towards the Con- 
cluſion of 1732, [See pag. 175 ] againſt the Dr Brett of the 
26th of Way, 1732. [See pag. 32.] It muſt alſo be od, 
there has been Doughty againſt Deughty, and there are 
t againſt S———z, £ 1 againſt ©-—, 
7 againſt F—b, K againſt J7”: ; 

r. B — t againſt Mr.B-——#z; Theſe Seven, and more 
if you pleaſe, as many as you will, have chang'd their 
JUDGMENT ; and this.Confitms us, [being a full Demon 
ſtration, ] that the Bare Private Judgment of ' Particular 


Learned Doctors of a Church, cannot be the. SURE | 
RULE, hereby to determine the Certain Nature and 
Quality of their Churches Practice, ſince this Private Juds- | 


ment is ſo Various, ſo fluctunting, ſo inconſtant and diſagree 
ing, and op oſctely inconfiftent ; Doctors againſt Doctors, and 


- 


the fame Dottors even againſt themſelves, that the Stander 
by, muſt be in an Irrational State of Diſtraction, if he has 
not ſome Surer, ſome more Steady, and Unvaried Rule, 
hereby to regulate andifix his Determination concerning 
the True Nature and Quality of her Practice; and this 
Rule can therefore be no Other, than Her own Publick ? 

ae Authentick 


191 ] 
ntick Acts, eftabliſh'd by her ſelf, as a Church; 

ere" are themſelves ſalficient ts diſcover the TRUTH 
or FALSHOOD, the Rationality, or Fallaciouſneſs of any 
partieular Doctors Repreſentation of her enjoin'd Practice: 
By this we diſcover the Fallacies of Romiſh Emiſlaries, 
who miſrepreſent the Doctrine and Practice of their Church; 
By this we plainly Sec, the Miftakes, and no Arguments of 
proteſtants too, who would ſome of em recommend their 
Churches, and Societies, as exactly Conformable to the 
Pattern of the Primitive and Univerſal Church ; and by 
this we evidently find, which of the r Doctors, 
diſſenting from Another and ſome of them Oppoſing 
themſelves too [as above], about the Doctrine and Practice 
of the Church of England; I ſay, by this Rule of the 
Churches authentick Publick Acts, we eaſily See, which of 
theſe diſagreeing Doctors do give a Juſt Deſcription of 
her, and which of them do no ſuch thing, but only ad- 
yance their own Private Judgment, as the Rule and Stand- 
2 ag hea Ou ſt Our Rejedtir 

In Vain therefore is your Outer in ejectin 
the Private Juedement of ſome of — . — — 
When you endeavour to repreſent it, as equally Reaſonable 
and ſuſt, to reject ! the Conſentient Teftimony of the Primi- 
tlue Nriters ”, concerning the Senſe of the Holy Scriptures, 
as you do, in pag. 11. For, The Teſtimony of the Primitive 
Writer is CONSENTIENT by your Own Confeſſion, yes, 
dir, Conſentient with themſelves, and with One Another, and 
Conſentient with all the Publick Councils, Creeds, Liturgies, 
and every manifeſt Authentick Act of the Primitive 
Church ; and therefore, being thus CON SENTIENT, 
tis unreaſonable and unjuſt to rejeEt their Teſtimony ; for in- 
deed, this Cannot rationably be call'd their meer Private 
Jude ment. But as for your Particular Do&ors here, take 
em in the Whole, Their Opinions are not Con/entient, but 
Diſentient, not Agreeing, but Diſagreeing ; not United but 
Oppoſite One to Another; ſome of them diſcordant with, and 
varying from the Publick Authentick Acts of their own 
Church; and others of them Opfoſing and Cantradict ing them- 
ſelves too, with relation to thoſe Very Acts; ſo that, here 
u no ſure Footing to reſt on; and therefore, the Opinion 
of theſe Latter, is No 7. eftimony, but Private Judgment 
= = bros Acoreus from the r Acts of their 

urch, are j to be rejected, as falſe Repreſentations 
of their Churches eſtabliſhed Practice. 


2 S LXXIL. 
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$ LXXIIL. 12 — VE throughout all your Per. 
: formances upon this Article of the Inv. 
cation, you are mightily in Love, with an Endeavour tg 
repreſent the Petition © Grant, &c. as if it was the ver 
ſame, as praying that the Elements © MAY BE th- Body ard 
Blood; or, [as you pleaſe > ng ſelf with pretending to ex- 
plain that Strong Expreſſion, in Softer Terms, that is) 
* MAY BE unto us the Communion of the Body and Bled at 
« Chrift”, pag. 11, 12, &c. This looks very Artful, but 
the Fallacy thereof, you have already betray'd, by your ac- 
knowledgment made to me, which I have remark'd upon 
in my SLXIX. where J have from your Own Premiſes 
prov'd, that the Words © Grant, &c. ” are not the ſame 
as praying that the Elements “ May be Chrift's Body ard 
« Blood”; which indeed 15 manifeſt enough in the very 
Petition atLength in the Common Prayer Book: ſo thar, 
here is One Part of the Fallacy, notoriouſly expox'd : 
There is but One Part more to be laid open, and that. is, 
your Explaining © MAY BE the Body and Blood” by theſe 
other Terms © MAY BE unto us the Communion of the Body 
« and Blood; as if they were the very ſame ; © preciſely the 
« SAME EXPRESS and determinate Petition You ſay, 
49. 12. ä 
: This SAMENESS involves you in a Self-Contra- 
dition ; for, as I obſerv'd before [y LXIX.] you own the 
Invocation was ALT E RD, and here you affert, tis 
« preciſely the SAME EXPRESS, and determinate Petition”, 
which is a direct Contradiction in Terms. And ſo the o- 
ther part of your Fallacy is detected. 
But 1 will not ſtop here For, *tis as Evident as any 
thing can be to mortal Eyes and Ears, that in all the Com- 
mon Prayer Book, as there is NO EXPRESS and determi- 
nate Petition that the Elements * MAY BE the Body and 
« Blood of Chriſt ”, So, there is NO EXPRESS and deter 
minate Petition that the Elements MA BE unto us the 
« Communion of the Body and Blood ”. Your Petition * Grant, 
Kc. * prays that © we receiving” “ Bread and Wine” 
may be Partakers of his moſt Bleſſed Body and Blood” ; 
This is no Prayer, that the Bread and Wine themſelves 
MAY BE His Body and Blood; as the Inſtitution requires 
that they muſt BE. Your Prayer do's not requeſt, that 
« we receiving Bread and Wine” „ may be Partak- 
te ers of that Bread and Wine made into the Body and 
Blood : And therefore, your Equivocal Terms“ may 
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meant by your Petition, do not ſo much as neceſſarily im- 
Iy © may be the Communion ” of that Bread and Wine made 
into his Body and Blood, this is manifeſt ; and therefore your 
Petition prays, that we may be Partakers of Another Bo- 


ay and Blood, than are that Bread and Wine; which muſt 
be the Natural Body and Blood of Chriſt now glorified in 
Heaven. And this is no more than the Calviniſts Senſe of 
the Thing ; for, as Dr. Brett has very well obſerv'd, {in 
viii Page of the Preface to his Diſcourſe concerning the 
Neceſſiy of Diſcerning the Lord's Body in the Holy Com- 
munion] * The Calviniſts ” [ſays he] © evidently maintain, 
« that there is not hing but BARE BREAD AND WINE 
ven to us, to be eat and drank avith the Mouth in the Hol 

« Euchaviſt ; But then they believe, that at the SAME TIM 

« Chriſt gives us his very Natural Body and Blood, that is nuxy 
4 is Heaven, and wwe eat and drink it with Our Hearts by 


« Faith”. So that, upon the whole, As your Petition do's. 


not pray that the Bread and Wine MAY BE Chriſt's Body 
and Blood; and again, as it do's not pray that the Bread 
ind Wine MAY BE the Communion of that Bread and Wine 
made into his Body and Blood ; nay further ftill, as it do's 
not pray, that the Bread and Wine MAY BE the Sacra- 
nent of Chriſt's Body and Blood, nor fo much as that it 
MAY BE the Outward Sign, or Repreſentation of his Bod 
and Blood, as any One may be convinc'd that will but uſe 
his Reaſon in reading the Words themſelves of that Peti- 
ton; it neceſſarily follows, that the Prayer . Grant, & c. 
dos not pray that the Bread and Wine MAY BE any thing at 
all; Conſequently, it is not an Invocation to make them, what 
the Inſtitution abſolutely requires they ſhould BE, namely, 
the BODY AND BLOOD OF CHRIST: And thus, all 
four Equivocations and Fallacious Aſſertions, are diſabled, 
and detected. | 


& LXXIV. Y oY ſtoop ſo very low in your Compari- 


; ſons— As to make a Grace © before Our 
Common Meals” to be a Parallel to the Catholick Invo- 
{10N, pag. 13. and this you do, in Order to prove [an 
Impoſſible thing,] that your Prayer © Grant, &c. is the 
ſame as That Invocation, which prays for a SUPERNAT U- 
KL BLESSING on the Bread and Wine, that they themſelves 
may E the BODY AND BLOOD of Oi. This 

Debaſing of divine Things; Levelling the Supernatural 
oy pray'd for on the Sacramental Elements, with the 
"aural Rleſſing pray'd for on our Common Meals, is ſuch 

r miſerable Degradation of One of the Higheſt NO 
| o 
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of Chriftianity, that it deſerves the Severeſt Reproof, and 
demonſtrates the wretched Poverty of what you would re. 
commend as an Unanſwerable Argument. Upon this Oc. 
caſion, Cbriſtian Piety ſhould remind you, Sir, that as your 
Attempt in this manner of — draws too ncar the 
Borders of Prophaneneſs, ſo it expoſes you to the Danger of 
being further involved therein, if you perliſt in this way 
of treating the Moft Holy Things !. | 

Your Graces before Meat, with which you would Com- 
pare, the Catholiok Invocation and your Prayer Grant 
c. are theſe Two; That on the Left-hand to be a Pa. 
rallel to the Catholick Invocation, and That on the Night- 
hand a Parallel to your Prayer Grant, &. 


« Hear us O merciful Fa- Hear us O merciful Fx 
te ther we beſeech thee, and © ther we beſeech thee, and 
« vouchſafe to BLESS AND © grant that we thankfully 
« SANCTIFY theſe thy © receiving theſe thy good 
* Creatures provided © Creatures provided for us, 
« for us, that they MAY BE © may each partake of Nou- 
4e unto us Nouriſhment and “ riſhment and Refreſh+ 
« Refreſhment ”. ment“. 
upon which you thus endeavour [but do not really] argue. 
« New let * Man alive [ſay you} © Shew — Diſa- 
« greement between theſe two Graces, and if they cannot, there 


« is no Pretext to ſuppoſe any difference in” [what you call} 


« The Two Bleſſing 


rayers *. 


Now, Sir, I by the Favour of God, am One of the Men 


alive, who will prove theſe Two Graces to be Very diffe- 
rent from One Another; For, The Grace on the Left- 
hand proceeds rightly upon the ſound Principle, that the 
Creatures themſelves Want a BLESSING and SANCTI- 
FICA'TION, without which they cannot [in a Religious 
Way] BE unto us NOURISH? AND REFRESH- 

God is pray'd to Ble/s and Sanctify the Creatures them- 
ſelves, that the ſame Creatures MAY BE OUR Nourj6- 
ment and Refreſhment: Here are no leſs than four Particu- 


lars pray d to be beſtow'd on the Creatures, Bleſſing, Santi | 


ficatton, and the Qualities of being Næuriſbment and -y 4. 
ment: But, the Grace before Meat, on the Right-hand, looks 


as if it was compos d upon a falſe Principle, that the Cre 
tures themſelves do not want to be Bleſs'd and Sanctify d, 


that there is no need thus highly to advance them, to qualify 
them to BE Our Nouritment and Refreſtment; for, this 


Grace | 
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Grace Regards not the Creatures THEMSELVES at all, 
with reſpet to praying for any thing whatſoever to be be- 
ow d on THEM; No Bleſſing, No San#ification, nothing of 
THEIR BEING our Nouriſhment and Refreſhment; a 
perfect Neglect of all theſe for Particulars ; fo that, to 
ſum up the Whole Difference between theſe Two Graces, 
with regard to the Creatures themſelves, over which the 
Graces are to be ſaid, 'The Difference is as great, as is the 
Difference between 4A Prayer to BLESS and no Prayer 10 
BLESS ; A Prayer to SANCTIFY and no Prayer to 
SANCTIFY ; A Prayer to BE Nouriſhment and Refreſh- 
ment, and no Prayer to BE. Nouriſhment and Refreſhment; 
which is notoriouſly the Same Difference in reſpect to the 
Creatures themſelves, as is the Difference between Something 
and Nothing : 
But further, Sir, If I could imagine what you fancy, That 
there is no diſagreement between theſe Two Graces ; yet 
even then, this imagin'd Agreement of the Two Graces, 
it true, would not prove that the Two Bleſſing Prayers, 
2s you call them, are the ſame ; for, your Graces before 
Meat, and the Manner of Wording even the Beſt that may 
de Compos d, cannot poſſibly come up to the Dignity, of 
being a Parallel to the moſt Exalted Myſterious Quality 
of the Prayer of Invocation of the Holy Ghoſt, to make 
Bread and Wine to be the Body and Blood of Chriſt; To 
Fray that Bread and Wine may be So exalted, as to Ac- 
quire this SUPERNATURAL Dignity and inexpreſſibly 
Serious Property, of being the Body and Blood of the Son 
of God, as he himfelf by firſt Bleſſing obtain d, and then 
afirm'd, them to BE, in the Inftitution, is a Prayer, the 
Quality whereof infinitely tranſcends, "That of Any Grace 
'before Meat that can poſſibly be compos' d; Such Graces 
muſt not ſo much as pray for any SUPERNATURAL Qua- 
ty to be added to Our Food, much leſs, that Our Food itſelf 
=> be made a divine Supernatural Spiritural Nouriſhmeut 
and Refreſhment to our Souls; atid therefore, all Graces 
before Meat fall infinitely Short, of being any Parallel 
with an Orthodox Prayer of Blefling on the Sacramental 
Hements, and conſequently, tis wretchedly, fallacious to 
pretend to Argue from One to the other; from Graces be- 
fore Meat, to the Catholick Invocation of the Holy Ghoſt 
to make Bread and Wine to be the Body and Blood of 
riſt, which Two can never be Parallels to one another. 
am very unwilling to Leave this Article without giving 
ju a friendly Word of Advice, if your Meckneſs and 
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Gentleneſs will but indulge me the Liberty fo to do: 

tis this, that before you ek. ſuch a Paull gals — 
would Furniſh your Dining Room Table with Jrone, fer 
Aeat, and fine Duſt for Drink, which by Creation and the 
Gift. of God have never had any of the Pro rttes of Meat 

and Drink to Nouriſh and Refreſh your Body ; As you ve 
well know Bread and Wine have not, to Nouriſh and Re- 
_treſh Our Souls: Then try, with all your Skill and Know- 
ledge, what Law there is, either of Ne or Reveal d Re- 
gion, which allows or authorizes you, to pray God to Com- 
mand That Thoſe, Stones and that Duſt MAY BE MADE 
Meat and Drink for the Nouriſhmentand Refreſhment of your 
Body! When you have made this mighty Diſcovery, and 
are beyond Contradiction ſure thereof! Then, Compoſe 
your Two Graces before Meat ſuitable to that Occaſion, 
and alſo by way of Parallel to the o Bleſſing Prayers, as 
yd term them, that we may ſee your Great Ingenuity at 
_ © drawing Parallels. Bur till then, Sir, give Over Com- 
' paring the myſterious Bleſſing of the moſt Tremendous 
' Sacrament of Chriſt's Body and Blood, with your Graces 


before Our Common Meals; for aſſure your ſelf, That As 
Stones and Duſt, by Creation and God's Donation, are not 


qualified to be Meat and Drink for your Body; So Bread and 


Wine by their firſt Creation, have in themſelves NOTHING # 
AT ALL of the Properties Chriſt's Body and Blood, to feed 


* 


and nouriſh Our Souls to Eternal Life; but that they are by 


Divine Inſtitution MADE HIS BODY AND BLOOD, for 
thoſe Supernatural Purpoſes, by the Or N Agency of 
Jod by Prayer, to 


the Holy Ghoſt, upon Our Application to 
make the Bread and Wine, That Body and Blood: And 


therefore, as by the wilful Neglect of This Spiritual Meat 


aud Drink, we muſt Suffer a Spiritual Famine, and thereby 
expoſe Our Souls to the Danger of Death Eternal, becauſe 


Except we Eat of the Fab of the Son of Aan and 


„ink bis Blood ”, we © have no Life” [no Spiritual Life] 


in“ us; [St. John vi.] It highly Concerus us not to reſt 


upon UNCERTAINTIES in this moſt Important Affair, 


| but to make ſure, that we Have this Divine Nouriſhment ; | 
of which we cannot be CERTAIN, without That Appli- 


cation to God for ſo ineſtimable a 3 


| .S LXXV. JF OU quote Paſſages from Fragments and g 
2 Scraps of the Moſarabick and Gallican C 


fes, as printed in Dr. Brett's Collection of Liturgie; f 


which do not pray That the Bread and Wine may 
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« 4% Body and Blood ” ; But otherwiſe, in theſe Words, 
« SANCTIFY 'FHIS OBLAT ION, that it being SANC- 
« 'TIFIED we may receive it ” the hand of thy 1 Angel 
— And again, © Receive LESS AND SANCTIFY 
« this Oblation, that it may be Grateful and Acceptable 
« [ot thy Mord deſcend upon THESE GIFTS, Let the in- 
« ftimable Spirit of thy Glory deſcend, that THIS OBLA- 
« TION may be made a Spiritual Sacrifice accepted by thee ”, 
From whence you infer, that This © is LITTLE, or NO- 
« THING more than Your ©* Requeſt to ACCEPT OUR 
« OBLATIONS” pag. 16. 

In Anſwer to which, *cis exceeding plain at the firſt read- 
ing of thoſe Fragments in the Original [Habillor de Liture. 
Gallic. b. 334. 335. 457] and Comparing therewith your 
Liturgy, that f 

iſt. Theſe Prayers, are VERY MUCH MORE, than 
your Requeſt “ to accept our Oblations ”, For, this your Re- 
queſt, is, by your Church Rubricks, no more than a Re- 
queſt to Accept your Oblations of Money, &. in the Ba- 
fin; and not a Requeſt, by her Rubrichs, to Accept any Ob- 
lations of Even Unconſecrated Bread and Ii ine; as I have 
provid from your Rubricks & LV. pag. 153, &c. But 
theſe Moſarabick and Gallican Prayers, are Requeſts to ac- 
cept the Oblation of Bread and Wine, after pronouncing 
the Words of Inſtitution. Again, if by a non-Rubrical 
Stretch of Charity, it could be granted, that you have a 
_ to accept your Oblations of Uxconſecrated Bread and 

ine; yet 

zdly, Theſe Moſarabick and Gallican Prayers being Di- 
rect EXPRESS Petitions, to Bleſs and Sanctify the Obla- 
tion of Bread and Wine, Over and above that Bleſſing and 
danctification which they receive by pronouncing the 
Words of Inſtitution, do Vaſtly Exceed your Service which. 
contains no ſuch Petitions. | 

3dly, The Petitions you quote, do not prove, that thoſe - 
Churches, had no Other Invocations to make the Bread 
aud Wine the body and Blood of Corift, in Expreſs Terms, 
For, thoſe Petitions, are taken from lab llon De Liſurgia 
Galiicana ; wherein he has given us Only Occational Small 
Fragments of Miſſals, but not the whole Niftals them- 

elves ; The Original Occaſional Fragments are very de- 

cient, ſome of em want whole Leaves of the Otaces ; 

there are no leſs than Seventy of thoſe Occaſional Frag- 

ments from Page 200, to Page 377 printed by him, which 

hure not the WORDS OF INSTITULCION; is any Man 
U 


o 
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ſo bold as to affirm, that the Abſence of theſe Neceſſat 
Words, out of thoſe Fragments, proves that thoſe Churches 
pretended to Conſecrate the Elements, without pronouncin» 
the Words of Inſtitution i No Certainly, thoſe Church“ 
upon the Occaſional Days, doubtteſs ſupply'd that Wan:. 
by adding thoſe Words as they had them ſtanding in their 
Miſſal, as indeed we find they did in ſome of the Occafio. 
nal Fragments ; and the fame 1s found, of the Expreſs In- 
vocation to make the Elements the Body and Blood of Clif 
which, tho' wanting in many of Mabillon's Printed Pris. 
ments, is added in others of them, and therefore its A}. 
ſence from thoſe many Fragments, gives no Reaſon to Con- 
clude, that thoſe Churches did not uſe it, when they mini- 
| ſter'd by ſuch Occaſional Fragments. "Thus for Example, 
| the VIIIth Fragment of the Gothich Miſſal, pag. 22; 
| prays, after the Words of Inſtitution, that God would 
| vouchſafe to © Receive, Bleſs, and Sanctify this Sacrifee : 
1 « that it may be unto us a Legitimate Euchariſt, in thy name, 
„and in the name of thy von, and of the Holy Spirit, in tle 
N « 'TRANSFORMATION of the Body and Blood of Our 
[ « Lord Jeſus r thy Only Begotten Again, Fragment 
| XII. pag. 214. after the Words of Inſtitution recites ano- 
| ther full and Expreſs Invocation to the ſame Purpoſe; 80 
1 do the XXth at pag. 228. the LXXXth at pag. 300. and 
the LXXXI Fragment eontaining but One Collect carries 
the Title of © The Roman Daily Maſs ”, which Mabillin 
| in his Margin interprets to be the Gregorian, to which 
3 That Title therefore muſt refer, and Conſequently, to eve- 
| ry thing therein contained, which is wanting in this Frag- 
ment; and 'tis well known, that the Gregorian or Roman 
Miſſal has an Expreſs Invocation, as I have noted in pag. 
135. of theſe Papers. And again, the XXIIId Fragment 
of the Miſſale Francorum at pag. 327, immediately before 
the Words of Inſtitution, prays expreſsly to God, that the 
Oblation “ may le to us the Body and Blood of * His“ mf 
« Beloved Son, our Lord and God Jeſus Chriſt”. And Laſtly, 
in the Moꝛarabick Liturgy, [ referr'd to by Cardinal Bana 
de Rebns Liturgicis, Coloniæ 1674, at pag. 785.] There are 
fall and Expreſs Invocations to the Same Purpoſe; I wall, 
for Brevity's ſake, tranſcribe but One of them; Thus, on 
Eafter-Day: Ut hic Panis cum boc Calice in Filii tui Corpus 
« et Sarguinem te benedicente diteſcat * That thou Bleſſing 
[them] © he may Enrich this Bread, together with this Cut), 
*© into the Body and Blood of thy Son; all which is full De- 


monſt ration, that theſe Churches had in their * = 
xpreſs 
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Expreſs Catholick Invocation ; That therefore, all their | | 
| 


Invocations to Bleſs and Sanctify the Elements, were ſo 
determinate, as never to fal] ſhort of the full Senſe of The | 
ſaid Expreſs Catholick Invocation contain'd in their own wil! 
Milals, in Union and Communion with the Primitive Ca- || 
tholick Church, Eaſtern and Weſtern [ whoſe Expreſs In- | 


vocations I have quoted and referr'd to, as they ſtand in no | | 
Jes than Fifty-Three Liturgies, pag. 134 to 136. ] | il 
Wi 

& LXXVL * OU magiſterially affirm, upon your Own 1 
IL Word Only, without the Leaſt Proof or | 

Teſtimony for the Truth of what you fay, „ That the 'v 
« //efern Church as ALWAYS PRACTISD as the 1 
« Church of England does, in the Caſe of Second Conſecrations ” 8 | 
4g. 17 f Wil. 
a In this of © ALWAYS PRACTISD”, you mult 1 


patiently bear, with not being belicv'd; you have nor 
brought ſo much as One Evidence, not One Rubrick to 
prove this, concerning the Ancient Weſtern Church, or | 
that ever She had any Second Conſecrations at all; And 
your bare Word, without thus much, is altogether inſuffi- | 
cient for Proof. As for the modern Weſtern Church her 
Practice refutes your Magiſterial Aſſertion. For, | 
iſt, Do you not know, that the Preſent Weſtern Church, 
before She Conſecrates a Second Supply of Elements, 
makes an Oblation of them, and this with a particular Pray- 
er of Oblation too, over each Element ? If you do not know i 
this, pray look into the Roman Miſſal, the known Liturgy | 1 
of che Preſent Weſtern Church; There you'll find, upon 4 
what Occaſions, which ſeldom or never happen, the Prieſt 14 
muſt make a Second Conſecration [De defectu Panis III. 5. 
6. 7. and de defectu Vini IIII. z. ] that the Rubricks Or- 
der him, firſt, to make an Oblation of each Element, and 
in the Service itſelf [ Ordo Miſſæ] are the Expreſs Prayers 
of Oblation wherewith to offer each of the Elements, That 
For the Oblation of the Bread, is © Suſcipe Sancte Pater, 
" Omnipotens Ætęrne Deus, hanc immaculatam hoſtiam, quam 
ego indignus famulus tuns offero tibi Deo meo vivo et vero” 
OY Fro omnibus fidelibus Chriſtianis Vivis atque defunctis, 
ut mihi et illis proficiat ad Salutem in Vitam eternam, Amen 
0 Holy Father, Almighty Eternal God! Receive this Im- 
maculate Sacrifice, which I thy Unworthy Servant do Of- 
fer unto thee my living and true God, ——— for all 
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oh faithful Chriſtians Liring and dead, that to me and them þ 
he it may be profitable for Salvation in Eternal Life. Amen. 4 


e other for the Oblation of the mixt Wine is This, 
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« Oferimis tibi Demine, Calicem Salutaris, tuam deyrecan- 
te tes clementiam : ut in Conſpettu diuvinæ majeſtatis tug pro 
« noſtva et totius mundi Salute cum Odore Suavitatis aſcend. 
« Amen.” Ve offer to thee, O Lord, the Cup of Salvation 
beſeeching thy Clemency, that II may aſcend to the Pre 
ſence of th Divine Majeſty as a ſweet Savor, for our Sal- 
vation and That of the whole World. Amen. Theſe are 
manifeſtly, not only Prayers of Oblation of the Unconſcers- 
ted Elements, but alſo Prayers of Bleſſing thoſe Elements 
themſelves. Is this at all like your Second Conſecrations, 
for which you have no Rubrick to make an Oblation, and 
no Oblatory Prayer at all preſcrib'd, by which to offer and 
Bleſs a Second Supply of Elements before you proceed to 
their Conſecration ? No, Sir, the Caſes are vaſtly different 
from One Another. And therefore it is not True, that 
* the Weſtern Church has ALWAYS pratis'd”, as you do, 
in the Caſe of Second Conſecrations. But, 

2dly, You ſay of the Weſtern Church in this Caſe of 
Second Conſecrations, NOT THAT SHE THOUGHT 
« the Elements are Conſecrated only by the Words of Inſtitution, 
« but becatiſe ſhe believed as wwe” [that 1s, your Selves]“ go, 
« that there was no need of repeating the Prayers upon Such 
« an Uccaſion ©; then you add a few lines lower, © t 
« having ſaid the Prayers in the Canon before, which TIE 
« DEEM'D ſufficient to derive a Bleſſing upon the Elements, 
« tho" they were not plac'd upon the Altar till afterwards”, 

ag. 17. | a 
t Here alſo you talk without Book, bringing not ſo much 
as One Voucher for what you ſay, out of any Ancient or 
Modern Liturgy of the Weſtern Church Give us 
ſuch Evidence that we may believe you. As for the pre- 
ſent Weſtern Church — She Confronts you to your Face; 
for, tis her well known Doctrine, [and therefore ſure ſhe 
thinks it] that “the Elements ave Conſecrated only by the 
&« words of Inſtitution ** { See her Rubricæ Generales Miſſalis — 
De defectibus forme V. 1. and her Catechiſmus ad Paraches ex 
decreto Concilii Tridentini Editus. De Euchariſtiæ Sacramento. 
XX. XXI.] And yet, tho' ſhe Teaches and thinks thus, 
contrary to your Aſſertion, yet her FACTS exceed, very 
much exceed her Doctrine; for, in the Caſe of Every Con- 
ſecration, whether firſt or ſecond, ſhe do's more than pro- 
nounce the Words of Inſtitution only, She offers and bleſles 
the Elements themſelves by Prayers of Oblation and Benc- 
diction [ in her Ordo Miſſe,] as I have juſt now prov'd a- 
gainſt you; So Vaſtly do's her Practical Religion _ 


er 
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her Speculative ! And as for the Prayers in her Canon, 
what fave you to do with them ? Are they not alſo Pray- 
ers of Oblation and Sanctification of the Elements, and is 
not One of them a Direct Expreſs Invocation of God to 
bleſs and make the Oblation, the Body and Blood of his 
moſt beloved Son Jeſus Chriſt our Lord? If theſe Prayers 
could be © deem'd ſufficient to derive a Bleſſing ” upon AF- 
TER Elements, and if the Weſtern Church thought ſo, 
a5 you, without proof, roundly affirm ; What has this to 
do with your Practice, which has no Such Prayers of Ob- 
lation and Sancti fication of the Elements, No Such Invo- 
cation to make them the Body and Blood of Chriſt ? Muſt 
the daß pos d Power and Virtue of Full and Expreſs Prayers 
for Supernatural Bleſſings, be an Argument that your NO 
PRAYERS for thoſe Bleſſings, have the Same Virtue and 
Effcacy? What Man alive do's not ſee the miſerable Po- 
verry of ſuch a pretence to Reaſoning ? But, enough upon 
this Article of the Catholick Invocation ; your whole en- 
deayour to prove that you have it, being deſtitute of all 
Argument, attended alſo with ſuch Concethons as the force 
and power of rruth extort from you, whereby at unawares 
you ſhew that you have it not, [See & LXIX & EXX ] and 
your Very attempt to make Men believe that you have it, 
being an Argument [to your Self at Leaſt,] that you _ 
not to be without it ; This is ſo far a Reputation to the Li- 
turgies which manifeſtly and undoubtedly do Contain the 
Cakolick Invocation, that it Shews them to be proper Ex- 
emplars for us to Copy after, and, that Conſequently, Our 
Liturgy which makes SURE OF SO COPYING, gives 
us the CERTAINTY of what your own Endeavour re- 
preſents to be your and our Duty to perform ; while on 
the other fide, without So Copying, we muſt remain at beſt 
in a Diſconſolate State of Uncertainty, Doubt and Scruple, in 
relation to this Moſt Important Article of a Compleat Con- 
ſecration; which, upon the higheſt Conſideration, agree- 
ably with 'Truth, is the Very Caſe of your Liturgick Pra- 
tice, and whether of theſe two is the Thing to be cho- 
ſen and adher'd to, our ſpiritual Intereſt with common Wil- 
com and Prudence will eaſily determine. ies 
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II. Of the Sacrifice. 

PON this Head, I have, from the 


5 LXXVII. 
(| Publick Acts of the Church of . 
gland, ſhewn, that ſhe rejects, and do's not offer the Sacri- 


fice of Chriſt's Repreſentative Body and Blood, as is evi- 
dent in 5 XVII. Pag. 23. 5 » 4 4 pag. 29. 30. 31. XXIV. 


. 48: 
74 alſo in pag. 95. have pointed at your ENMIT'Y againſt 
a Prayer of Oblation wherewith to offer this Great Sacri- 
fice; which Enmity, at pag. 18. of your Appendix, you 
now again Confirm, by aſſerting that you have prov'd [tho' 
in truth you have not] © that Such a Prayer is NOT NE. 
« CESSARY ”: it is an uſeleſs Labour, at this time, to 
prove againſt you that Such a Prayer is NECESSARY, 
fnce it has been already ſo Compleatly doue in 7 
Unbloody Sacrifice. [Vol. II. pag: 81, to 87, pag. 71, 88, ty, 
90, &c.] In the Mritings of the Late Moſt Reverend Eiſhop 
Collier, Biſhop Griſſin, and the Reverend Author of the \e- 
ce oy of an Alteration ; And fince the Conſentient Practice 
of the Primitive and Univerſal Church for which See 
Pag. 160 to 165.] do manifeſtly prove its Neceſluy : 
But, foraſmuch as you affirm, that Our Lord himſelf did 
not uſe an Oblatory Prayer at the Inſtitution, it may be of 
Some Benefit to ſhew, that you are Over haſty in this De- 
termination ; For, | CIT ite : 
iſt, It is notorious in the Inſtitution, that he offer'd his 
Body and Blood to his Father : His own aflertion proves 
it, © This is my Body which is given [ i e. ofter'd] © fr 
% &c. j cb 
255 The Apoſtle to the Hebrews, Chap. ix. 14. Aur 
us, that he did this, © through the Eternal Spirit: And 
therefore he certainly did it in the BEST MODE or 
Manner ; +: B49 
zdly, The Mode or Manner by Prayer, is Undoubtedly 
the Beſt, becauſe, it is the Intenſe Exerciſe of our very 
Soul, by much the more Noble and Perfect part of us, and 
"tis the Work of Our Tongue too, which is © the be 
« Member that we have; and therefore, Prayer is Vaſtly 


preferrable to, and more Valuable than, any _ — 1 


* 
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Ceremony whatſoever, without it; and this is the Senſe of 
Nations, Jes, Gentiles and Chriſtians, who Conſtantly 
4rd their Sacrifices by Prayer, as the Excellent Mr. John- 
ſan has very well prov'd, and to whom the Author of The 
\eco/ity of an Alteration very juſtly refers us for Our Sa- 
5;fction in this great Truth. 

athly, Our Lord's Conſtant Practice of Addreſſing him- 
alt to his Father by Prayer, upon important Occaſions; 
-n4 His So Addrefling to him in this Inſtitution, when 
be Eulogized or Blefled the Elements by Prayer, give the 
higheſt ny ets ag to believe, that, upon this Moft 
[Important Occaſion, his Devotion to his Father was not 
wall inferior but of the Very. Same exalted, pious nature, 
1n4 therefore exerted by Prayer, when he otter'd to him, at 
lat time, the Sacrifice of his Body and Blood for the Re- 
miſton of our Sins. 

5thly, The Whole Scope of the Inftitution demonſtrates, 


to that in this Great Action, he minifter'd SUBORDINA'TE- 
Y, LY to his Father in a Pablick Capacity, as God-Man, the 
1's Great High-Prieſt and Mediator between God and Man; 
95 and moreover, as the Moſt Perfect Teacher and Inſtructor 
10p of his Apoſtles, How and in what Manner they and their 
Ne- ducceſſors ſhould offer this Sacrifice: His Subordination, ta- 
ice ken in with the three laſt Conſiderations, further enforces 
dee the Argument for his offering by Prayer, which is the 
V7: Beſt Mark of a Ainiſterial Subordination to God in Religi- 
did ous Worſhip, it being the moſt direct acknowledgment of 
2 of his Infinite Superioty, and of Our Dependance on him for 
De- Acceptance : And * Saviour's miniſtring in a Publick 
Capacity, for the Inſtruction of his Apoſtles, teaches us, 
bis that he did not offer by a Mental Prayer only, but that it was 
yes Vocal alſo; becauſe, the Mind of the Eternal Spirit, thro* 
fer whom be offer d, is, that, Publick Miniſtrations in the Church, 
ſhould be in open, manifeſt Terms, to be underſtood by the 
ures attending Congregation, 1 Cor. xiv. which a Mental Pray- 
And er, not utter'd by the Voice, moſt certainly is not. And, 


I or bthly, Tho the Three Evangeliſts, who give us the Hi- 
ſtory of the Inſtitution, have not recorded the Particular 


edly Form of Prayer wherewith our Lord Offer'd his Sacrifice; 
very yet, St. Paul ſhews, That he is © a Prieſt for ever after the 
and 4 Order of Melchiſedec, who in the days of his Fleſh, when 
Be be had offer d up PRAYERS and Supplications, with Strong 


F Urying and Tears, unto him that was able to Save him from 
te Of : Death, and WAS HEARD in that he feared ; though he 
' Was a Son yet learned he Obedience by the Tings which he ſuf- 
fer'd : 
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« ferd: and being made Perfect be became the Authoy of EK. 
« ternal Salvation unto all them that obey bim; called 1 Goa . 
« an High Prieſt after the Order of Melchiſedec”, ¶ Hh, v. 
6. 7. $. 9. 10. ] wherein the Apoſtle introduces Prayers amd 
Supplications OFFER D UP” by this Prieſt © in #he 4x1; © 
« of his Fleſb”, as if they were One part of his Priefily , 
Office while he dwelt among us ; and when more Properly, ® 
than at the Time of his Great Miniſtration to his Father © 
when he offer'd to him the Sacrifice of his Body and Blood | 
in the Inſtitution of the moſt Bleſſed Sacrament ? 2 

As to the Particular Form, it is very Obſervable; that, 
as when Our Lord was on the Croſs Continuing this Ob⸗ 
lation to his Father, he Choſe to Addreſs him in the Pro- 
phetick Form relating to himſelf, and dictated by « ,, 
« Eternal Spirit [ through whom he offer d] in the Word; | 
of the XXII Pſalm, * 44 God, My God, why. baſt thou for- 
« ſaken me ”, [St. Matthew xxvii. 46. St. Mark xv. 34.] and 
when he Gave up the Ghoſt © Father, INTO THY 
« HANDS I COMMEND MY SPIRIT, [ St. Luke xxiii. 
46.] The very Form of Words in Pſal. xxxi. 5. Propheti- 
cally before ſpoken of him : So, St. Paul in Deſcribing 
the Superior Excellency of Our Lord's Prieſthond above 


the Aaronick, Introduces him, as addreſſing his Father, f 
[when here on Earth He offer'd to him his Body,] in a 

Particular 4 — Form, inſpired by the Same Eternal of 
Spirit, in the Prophetick Words of P/al. xl. 6. &c. which anſ 
foretold the Nature of His Sacrifice : Says that Holy Apo- « | 
ſtle, When be cometh INTO THE WORLD HE «a, 
« AIT , Sacrifice and Offering thou wouldſt not, but a By 
« BODY haſt thou prepared me: In Burnt-Offerings and Ja- wy 
oy 1. W for Sin thou haſt had no Pleaſure : Then ſaid |, is t 
« O, I COME (in the Volume of the Book it is written you 
K ne) TO DO THY WILL O GOD. Above WHEN . 
« HE SAID, Sacrifice and Offering, and Burnt- Offerings, and Nat 
« Offering for Sin thou wouldeſs not, neither hadſt Pleaſur ding 
« therein 8 are offered by the Law;) Then SAID HE Yor 
« TO I COME TO DO "THY WILL O GOD. #: Sigh 
c zaketh away the Firſt that he may eſtabliſh the Second. 5, Our 
® tbe WHICH WILL we are San#ified, through the Ob. Imp: 
„ FERING OF THE BODY of Feſus Chriſt Once for all" unay 
Heb. x. ver. 5. to the 10th] In the whole of which Pat other 
ſage tis plain, that St. Paul determines the Particular ke. ficen 
riod of Time when this Was done by Chriſt, viz. * te ply ti 
« be cometh into the World ” which is exactly the Same # ſtrati, 


a in the days of his fleſh”, ſpoken of in the Vth * him ; 


2051 
The Apoſtle deſcribes the Form of Our Lord's Addreſs to 
his Father in thoſe Days; he tells us upon what Occaſion 
he made that Addreſs, namely, when he Came to do his 
Will; he points out what This Will was, and Shews that 
it was our Sanctification “ through the Offering of the Body 
« of Feſus Chriſt ”, Thar Same Body which his ather had 
« wepared” him; This Body Our Lord did offer in the 
; Euchariſt ; and therefore, who is there, that Can * and 
| MW prove it alſo, that This Particular Form ſpoken of by St. 
1 Paul, as utter'd by Our Lord, was not Some Part of that 
) Oblatory Prayer, by which he then Offer'd His Sacramen- 
u Body and Blood to his Father? But enough of this, 
»- 1 ſince, | 
/ -thly and Laſtly, the Conſentient Practice of the Pri- 
mitive and Univerſal Church in Offering this Sacrifice by 
an 2 Prayer, ſhews, that they learn'd it from the 
Apoſtles, who were taught the Mode and Manner How to 
Offer, by Chriſt himſelf : and Conſequently upon all theſe 
Conſiderations, I cannot but ſay, your Determination is 
to haſty, when you poſitively affirm, that our Lord did 
not uſe an Oblatory Prayer in the Inſtitution, 


er, 6 LXXVIIL E. my 95th Page, I referi'd to your Book, 
n 4 which proves you an Enemy to a Prayer 
— of Odlation after the Words of Inſtitution. You 
ic 


anſwer, that you © have neither there, nor any where expreſs d 
*ſuh ENMITY, having Only provd in thoſe and many 
* other Places, that Such a Prayer is Net Neceſſary ”, pag 18. 
by this you ſeem to inſinuate, that you are miſrepreſent- 
eck: But alas, Your Enmity againſt an Oblatory Prayer 


id J. 1s too plainly manifeſted, by your acknowledg'd Endea- 
en of your to prove it NOT NECESSARY ; for, the Duty of 
JEN Prayer Cot in any Inſtance be of an INDIFFERENT 
„ and Nature; Becauſe, Ir is impoſſible there ſhould be any Me- 
17 Gum, between a Prayer's being Neceſſary, and irs being a 


Vain Babling, and [ as Such] a Sinful Preſumption in the 
Acht of God. We have No Licence to preſent him with 


. by Our Needleſs Petitions, we muſt not be thus Wanton and 
Ob. impertinent with the Divine Majeſty: the Duty of Prayer 
4 o& unayoidably preſuppoſes the WAN'I'S of Our Selves or 
1 


others, *tis founded upon his Omnipotent Power and Bene- 
cent Goodneſs, [by which he is able and willing] to Sup- 
ply thoſe Wants, and 'tis an acknowledgment and demon- 
ſtation of Our Abſolute Dependance upon, and Truſt in 
him alone, for their Supply. Our WANTS and _ 
X ute 
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lute Dependance upon him alone, dictate and enforce the 
NECESSITY of this Duty; His Almighty Power, Good- 
neſs, and Beneficence, encourage us to Truſt in him; and 
all theſe together ſet us upon the Practice of this Excel- 
lent Duty. Such are the Qualities of Every dutiful peti- 
tionary Prayer which we put up to God; and Conſequent- 
iy he who denies the Neceſſity of Any Particular Prayer, 

o's in effect affirm, that there is NO WANT of the 
r pray'd for, and that THEREFORE, the Prayer is 
Uſeleſs and of No Benefit; which is your Very Caſe, when 
you aſſert the No Neceſſity of a Prayer of Oblation, by which 
to Offer the Sacrifice of Chriſt's Repreſentative Body and 
Blood to his Father; tis the Same in Effect as if you ſhould 
ſay, that We Sinful Duſt and Aſhes ant not the Father's 
Acceptance of This Sacrifice, at Our Hands; that there- 
fore, Our Prayer of Oblation thereof [demonſtrating Our 
Entire Dependance upon, and Truſt in him alone, ] for his 
Acceptance of it, is needleſs and impertinent, as *tis the Re- } 
ſult of NO WANT or Indigence in our Performances ; 
which is Such a Detraction from the Value and Dignity of | 
this Prayer, as debaſes it to the Vile quality of Vain Bah- 
bling and Preſumptuous Will-worſhip ; for, what Can Such 
a Prayer be elſe, if it is Needleſs and impertinent to offer it 
unto the Divine Majeſty ? Your Saying, therefore, that“ iz | 
« is not neceſſary, pag. 18. is a Sure Mark of your Enmity | 
againſt it; for, if you were not its Enemy, how could you 
take ſo much Pains to root it out as A Uſeleſs and Unpro- | 
fitable thing, and no ways Beneficial to the Worſhippers | 
in their moſt Solemn Approaches to God ? If herein you 
are miſrepreſented — then, pray Sir, Let us know that you 
are a friend to the Uſe of this Prayer — and if with your } 
friendſhip thereto you will perſevere in your Aſſertion that 
Such a Prayer is NOT NECESSARY ”, then be {6 
kind as to Let us know, what Principle of Natural, or Re- 
veal'd Religion, will Authorize and Support your Friend- 
IF for a Needleſs and Impertinent Prayer to Almighty | 

od ! 


S LXXIX. OUR Abuſe of the Writings of the Pri- 
mitive Fathers, is another Proof of your | 
Enmity againſt this Prayer, I will give an Inftance but of | 
one Father at preſent, viz. Juſtin Martyr in 275 28 of your 
Two Diſcourſes ; where you produce three Paſſages of that 
Primitive Father which Expreſsly mention“ PRAYERS 
« and Thankſgivings ” in the firſt, and PRAYER and | 
| y | Thankſgiving | 
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Thankſgiving in the Second, and in another, which is the 1 
Laſt, PHKAYERS and Thankſgivings; from the Two firſt i 
Paſſages you draw an Inference, (but, oh how juſtly !] thus, i 
« From evhence We may clearly gather [ſay you] * that the 
« Elements WERE OFFER'D in that early Age, by giving | 9 
« PRAISE AND THANKS to God over them ”, wherein | 
you drop the Word PRAYER, as if that Holy Father had 
it not at all in thoſe two Paſſages ; tho' it was there before 
your Eyes, at the very ſame time when you was writing 
that Partial Inference; which plainly ſhews twas not a Slip 
of your Pen, but a Defign'd Contrivance, to make that Fa- 
ther's Teſtimony an Evidence in favour of your having 
No Prayer of Oblation; elſe why do's your Inference 
Leave out that Primitive Father's Word PRAYER, when 
on ſaw plainly, that his Words concerning the Biſhop are 
« be ſends uþ PRAYERS and Thankſpivinos ”, and when 
you alſo had but juſt before tranſcrib'd his Other Paſſage, 
which is this © evith all our Power we Praiſe him with the Word 
f PRAYER and Thankſziving, over every thing we OF- 
« FER”? Thus Partially ro Omit his Words PRAYERS 
and PRAYER, and inſert only © Pra and Thanks ”, de- 
mouſtrates your Enmity againſt an Oblatory Prayer, and 
that rather than ſuch a Prayer ſhould have any eſteem with 
your Reader, you would mike him believe, © that the Ele- 
ments were offer'd in that early Age by giving Praiſe and 
« Thanks „ without a Prayer; tho' that Primitive Father's 
Teftimony is a full Evidence, that They were otter'd © cih 
Prayer, as well as with Thankſgiving. 

So again, after the Laſt Paſſage quoted by you from that 
Holy Mor ; you make this final Inference; “ From all 
* which Places duly Cenſider'd” [ ſay you ] © it is clear to a 
* demonſtration, that in St. Juſtin's time the Bread and Cup 
© were offer d by a Prayer OF THANKSGIVING, ia which 
* theſe Bleſſings are eſpecially commemorated, via. .“ —— 
o that according to this moſt Ancient Writer, the Elements 
* are SUFFICIENT LY offer'd when Over them there is a 
« THANKFUL Acknowledement made of God's Goodneſs &c”. 
and when alſo humble and hearty THANKS are 
* given for the Death and Paſſion of Chriſt, and there is a full 
" Confeſſion of God's Mercy towards us for that ineſtimable Be- 
© refit ”. And then, after all this induſtriouſly fallacious 
dropping the Martyr's Connection of PRAYERS and 
Thankſgiving, 1 from your Thus PARTIAL 

nference, That © Ir this be the true and genuine Senſe of 
* the Martyr's Words ”, your “ Learned Adverſaries are 

2 highly 
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« hie hy to Blame in inſiſting ſo tenaciouſly ubon a PRAYER © 
« OF OBLATION, 2 Prayer of THANKSGIVING I 
* over the Elements containing the End and Deſign of main: 
&« ſe of them i ABUNDANTLY ſufficient”. Which i; 
as far from being © the True and genuine Senſe of the Mar- 
« tyr's Words” as a part is far from being the whole; for, 

our Inference fallaciouſly refers but to One Part of thc 

lartyr's Words, viz. Thankſgiving, and purpoſely lets fall 
into Silence the other Part, viz. Prayer, properly fo called; 
from this manifeſt Fallacy you repreſent hankſgiving o- 
ver the Elements to be ** abundantly ſufficient ” ; you ex 
clude and determine againſt a Prayer of Oblation, directly 
in Oppoſition to the Martyr himſelf, who joyns © PRAY- 
« ER AND Thankſgiving over every thing we offer, [as 
above] by which he is an Evidence that they had a Pray- 
er of Oblation, and Conſequently, that your Adverſarics 
are much, very much in the right, for Conſtantly inſiſting 
upon One, and for Oppoſing the Novel Endeavour of your 
dong which by this and all other its attempts would 


bave ſuch a Prayer to be Look'd upon, as a Needleſs and 
Impertinent thing. 


S LXXX. UT, your Enmity againſt this Prayer is 
not Conteut with thus detracting from the 
Senſe of this Primitive Martyr ; you extend it A far as to 
miſrepreſent Some Ancient Churches too, as if they had 
no Such Prayer of Oblation; this you do in your 'Two | 
Diſcourſes from Page 35 and forward; where, from a- 
billen's Collections of Some IMPERFECT FRAGMENTS, 
of Occaſional Offices, which mention not this Oblatory 
Pr..yer, you conclude, That the ABSENCE bf Such an 
Odlatory Prayer, is Proof, that the Churches, who uſed thoſe |} 
Fragments, had not that Prayer. I have already under N;. 
S LXXV. Expos'd This your Fallacy of thus pretending 
to Argue in the Caſe of the Catholick Inyocation, from 
the meer ABSENCE of that Invocatian, out of Such In- 
perfect, Defecttwe, and but Occaſional Fragments of Miſſals, 
when the whole Miſſals themſelves are not produc'd ; to 
which I might refer the Reader, the Caſe of the Oblation 
being the Same ; but I muſt detect and Jay Open your 
Snare in this matter alſo. You know, then, that a very 
rear number of thoſe Fragments have not the Words of $1 
ane ; Is Such the ABSENCE of thoſe Words, an Ar- B. 
iment that the Churches who uſed thoſe Fragments, did 6 
ben WITHOUT thoſe Neceſſary Words; dare you in 


preſume 
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preſime to ſay ſo? Yes indeed, YOU may with the Same 
TRUTH AND MODESTY, wherewith you affirm that 
Thote Churches did not offer by An Oblatory Prayer. But 
Thanks to Good Providence, thoſe very Fragments them- 
ſelves, have yet remaining in them, full Evidence againſt 
ou; for, as Some of them have references to the Words 
of Inſtitution, by reciting [Pridie] the Introduction to thoſe 
Words, and thereby prove, that thoſe Churches uſed the 
Words of Inſtitution in their Conſecrations; So, ſome o- 
ther of thoſe Fragments, have EXPRESS Prayers of Ob. 
lation, and do thereby directly and EXPRESSLY demon- 
irate, as fully as any fuch Hiſtorical matter of Fact can be 
demonſtrated, that thoſe Churches who uſed thoſe Frag- 
ments, did alſo offer by an Expreſs Prayer of Oblation, 
and this after pronouncing the Words of Inſtitution too; 
witneis the Fragments of the Gothick Miſſal Ne VIII. XI. 

XI. XX. XXI XXVII. XXXVI. XLIX. LIX. LXXVII. 
LXXIX. and the Miſſale Francorum, Fragment XXIII in 
1{zbillon's Collection. To Give but two or three of theſe 
Oblatory Prayers, may ſuthce at preſent. The Prayer of 
Oblation, juſt after the Words of Inſtitution in Fragment 
LXXIX, is this, Offerimus tibi, Domine, hanc immacula- 


"Te tam Hoſtiam, rationalem Heoftiam, iucruentam Hoſtia m, 
C unc panem Sanctum, et Calicem Salutarem ". —-— e 
0 „ OFFER wnto thee, O Lord, this Immaculate, Reaſonable, 
d * Unbloody SACRIFICE, this Holy Bread, and this Cup of Sal- 
0 * vation”, ==—=[And the LXXXI Fragment of the Gothich 
4 refers to the Gregorian daily Maſs, which moſt manifeſt] 
I, Contains a Prayer of Oblation after the Words of Inftitu- 
" WMH tion, as may be ſeen in Page 163] And the Fragment 
In XXIII of the Miſſale Francorum, has this Prayer of Obla- 
ſe | tion juſt following the Words of Inſtitution “ efferimus 
J* " praclavi Majeftati, de tuis donis ac datis Hoſtiam puram, 
18 Hſtiam ſanctam, Hoſtiam immaculatam, Panem Sanctum 
* vitæ æternæ et Calicem ſalutis perpetuæ. &c. =—— «© Je 
wy " offer to thy Llluſtrioms Majeſty, out of thine own Gifts, a Pure 
als, " Sacrifice, a Holy Sacrifice, an Immaculate Sacrifice, Tie Ho- 
20 Bread of Eternal Life, and the Cup of Everlaſting Salva- 
1011 " tion” &c. er and above theſe, the Moxarabicł 
our Miflal, which you alto repreſent as having no Prayer of 
a blation after the Words of Inſtitution, moſt evidently has 

A duch a Prayer following thoſe Words. — for, [as Cardinal 

p 1 ona de Rebus Liturgicis 1674, pag. 785, witneſſes againſt 
- 1 On the Feſtival of Our Lord's Nativity, after the 

oe ords of Inſtitution that Miſſal prays “ In Altare tuum Pa- 


ans 
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« „%, ac vini HOLOCAUSTA probonimus , , 
« PRESENT, or which is the Same] OFFER the Sacr;. 
« fice of Bread and Wine upon thine Alt ar: And ſo it ſtands 
in Mabillon Likewiſe at Page 457, of his Collection. All 
which, are Inſtances more than Sufficient to Prove that the 
Churches who uſed thoſe Mifſals, had Qblatory Prayers af. 
ter the Words of Inſtitution, But to Return to your A p- 
pendix 


& LXXXI. F O R Want of Publick A&ts of the Church 

of England; you fly to Particular Mens 
Private Ju g ment; and firſt, to the Late Right Reverend © 
Biſhop Hickes's Opinion, * that the Church of England offers Þ 
« the Great Chriſtian & _ of Chriſt's Repreſentative Body | 
« and Blood “, pag. 18. The Anſwer to which is very eaſy, © 
that, ift, The Private Opinion of this Truly Learned Pre- 
late, [whofe Memory I highly reverence and eſteem} is not 
the Publick At of the Church of Exgland; and therefore 
*tis no proof: 2dly, That His N 1697 printed bỹ 
you in your Two Diſcourſes, and his Treatiſe of the Chri- 
ftian Priefthood, from both of which you Collect That Pr- WM ©. 
vate Opinion of his, are of too Old a date to give us his | 
Rightly founded Opinion, which in the molt experienc'd part of | 
his Life, he entertain'd, concerning this FACT, as in the | 
Church of England : becauſe, 3dly, In this better inform'd 
part of his Life he was ſo far from holding to this O 
pinion, that he demonſtrated his dif-ſatisfaEtion with the 


Communion Service of the Church of England, infomuch, WM © * 
as that he miniſter d, MANIFESTLY and EXPRESSLY, ! e a 
all the 4 Uſages now Contended for, among which, This Wl * 
Great Sacrifice, by inſerting the Prayer of Oblation imme- Wl 
diately after the Words of Inftitution, before he would di- A 
tribute the Sacrament to the Receivers, as I, and other liv- x 8 
ing Witneſſes can N and qthly, becauſe, in this beſt x 
experienc'd part of his Life, he encourag d Such as profelsd e 
an Obligation to withdraw from Communicating in the . & 
Church of Englands Communion Service; witneſs his ad- 12 
miniſtring the Euchariſt with all the 4 Uſages, according to : G 
the Forms and Rubricks of the firſt Reform'd Liturgy to 4 * 
the Late Learned Dr. Grabe upon his laſt Bed of Sickneſß 8 
That Doctor's Conſcience, not being ſatisfied with the Su Wl _ 8 
ficiency ot the eſtabliſh'd Form; as the ſaid Rig ht Reve- 7 8 
rend Biſhop aſſur'd me and others, with his own Mouth: h 
thly and laſtly, This Learned Biſhop's Manuſcript of 169), s 


to which you appeal, is it ſelf an Evidence, that his then | 


Privat: 


b 211 J 


Private Opinion was encumber'd and loaden with ſome POW- 
erfal miſgivings of a Better Judgment, which oblig'd him 
even at that time, to Expoſe the Unreaſonableneſs of Alter- 
ing from our firſt Reformation in the Articles of the A. 
tar and Sacrifice; Caus'd him to Commend the Scottyb Litur- 
gy for reſtoring the PRAYER OF OBLATION to its 
old Place again; and to wiſh, that in the Englj/b Book, it 
may de SO reſtored likewiſe ; which are ſhrewd Marks, 
of ſome ſecret prevailing Suſpicions he then had, of the 
inſufficiency of the preſent Form, and which afterwards, 
upon further Conſideration, ripen'd into full and manifeſt 
Proof, that he could not truſt to the Sufficiency thereof, 
by his Varying from it as above remember'd. But, that I 
may make this more Evident, take it, as you your Self 
have printed it in your ſaid Two Diſcourſes from the Bi- 
ſhop's Manuſcript thus, | 
« I do not JUSTIFY ”, [ ſays he] © much leſs commend 
« the Shyneſs and Averſeneſs of ANY REFORMERS e. 
e the word Sacrifice, or Real Sacrifice, or Pure Sacrifice, 
« or Reaſonable Unbloody Sacrifice, in their Offices for admini- 
te fring the Lord's Supter ” &c. pag. 55. And again, 
« The Writers of the Zuinglian and Calviniſtical Parry 
% evoruld not allow the Lord's Supper in which the Gommemora- 
tion is made, to be a True Real Sacrifice; nay, ſo Fealous 
ere they of the Honour of the Commemerated Sacvifice, that 
* they DISLIKED the Uſe of the Term SACRIFICE. ir the 
© Communion ; and THEREFORE. to COMPLY WITH 
© the Sickly humour of THESE MEN, and remove all cauſe 
and pretence ale the CHURCH LAID ASIDE 
„the Word ALTAR in the Rubricks, becauſe it SOUNDED 
" harſh in the Ears of thoſe Suſpicious Men; and alſo RE- 
* MOVED the Greateſt Part of the MEMORIAL or Prayer 
: 0 OBLA'TION in the Conſecration, in which the Worn SA- 
* CRIFICE wat, from the Communion to the Poft-Communion 
" or Prayer after receiving, from whence the Compilers of the 
„Scottiſh Liturgy witb GOOD REASON removed it inte 
" its OLD PLACE again: For, I CONFESS thoſe 


Gentlemen ef the Zuinglian and Calviniftical Party were 


% NICE in their Doctrine about the Lord's Sapper, and 

* Over-Jealous and fearful of the Word SACRIFICE ”; —— 

Ve Church in the laſt Tear of Edward VIth thought ft te 

« COMPLY evith the WEAKNESS. of theſe Men" —— 

„ be then LAID ASIDE the Word ALTAR in ber Re- 

bricks, and LEFT OUT ſome Words inthe CONSECR A- 
5, 


* TION of the Elements, which PLAINLY declared the Lord 
| « Supper 
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„Supper to be a True Real or Material SACRIFICE, 47 
* likewiſe tranſplac'd a great part of the Prayer, before the re- 
* ceiving of the Conſecrated Elements into the Prayer afier it. 
pag. 63. All which, is the Biſhop's relating Hiſtorical 
Matters of Fact, which demonſtrate the Weakneſs of the 
Monves that produc'd the Alterations ; and Prove, that 
the Alterations are in Fact Such, as that the Church of 
England's Rubricks have LAID ASIDE. the Word AL- 
TAR, and that She has LEFT OUT of her Service 
Words which PLAINLY declar'd the Lord's Supper to be 
a True Real or Material SACRIFICE ; and this 75 
« COMPLY with the Weakneſs [but in fact ſomething much 
worſe the Heterodoxy] of the Zuinolian and Calviniſtical 
Enemies of that Altar and og or : What 1s all this, but 
That Great Biſhop's Relation of the Churches Matters of 
Fact, by which ſhe in her Communion Service C O M- 
PLY'D with the Humour of thoſe Zuinglians and Calvi 
nifts ? And how can this with any toller able Senſe be call'd 

OMPLYING with their Humour, if that Service was 
not made Zuinglian and Calviniftical to pleaſe their Novel 
Fancie: ? Thus we ſee, that this Excellent Prelate's Private 
Opinion, 1s over-ballanc'd by his Publick Hiſtorical Teſtimo- 
ny of the Churches Matters of Fact relating to the Alte- 
ratien of her Liturgy ; ſo that he diſcovers a ſtrong Byaſs 
againſt that Alteration; his Publick Judgment ſubſcribes 
even to the Neceſſity of amending that Alteration ; ſo far, 
as that he affirms the Compilers of the Scottiſb Liturgy did 


with GOOD REASON reſtore the Prayer of Oblation ts | 
« its old Place again”; as, you your Self own [pag 6y of 


your Two Diſcourſes] © *7%s very true, this good Biſhop wiſhes 

that this © Prayer of Oblation in the Poſt Communion, 
« ruhen ever the Liturgy comes to be REVISED, may be re- 
« ſtor'd to its Ancient Place; wherein we ſee, the previ 
lency of that Biſhop's Better Judgment, over his Private 
Opinion; His Commendation and Wiſhes, are manifeſtly in. 


conſiſtent with that Opinion, they ſhew his Judgment of 


the NECESSITY of reſtoring the Prayer of Oblation; 
for, tis Ridiculous to ſuppoſe he judg'd That Prayer, with 
regard to its Situation, to be needleſs and impertinent, which 
he affirms © the Compilers of the Scottiſh Litwrey with 
* GOOD REASON remov'd into its old Place again ; and 
which he himſelf «vjb'd may be fo reſtor'd in the Enelib 
Liturgy, * when ever it “ comes to be Reviſed". be 
Good eaſon and Pious Wiſhes of Diſcerning Judges don't 
uſe to be impertinently buſied, in matters of So _ 
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portance ; and therefore the Good Reaſon, and Pious Wiſh 
of this Learned Biſhop prove his prevailing Judgment 
was, that 'tis Neceſſary to reſtore the Prayer of Oblation: 
And accordingly las I have obſerv'd before] he himſelf 
did reſtore it; aud his Reſtoring this, with the other Ne- 
eſſary Uſages, in his Min iſtrations, was in Truth and Rea- 
lity the firſt lead ing Cauſe of others following his Pious 
Example, and their procuring [a little after his Death] a 
further Eſtabliſhment of their Reſtoration, upon a Delibe- 
rare Reviſe of the Engliſh Liturgy, by a ſuficient Synodical 
Power and Authority. Can you produce any thing valid a- 
W giinſt the Sufficiency of this Authority, as founded upon 
$ thoſe Spiritual Powers wherewith Chriſt has veſted His 

J Apoſtles and their Succeſſors? I afirm you Cannot: IF 
you imagine that you can, I hereby call upon and challenge 
you, to attempt 1t; and whenever you do fo; go upon 
what Principles you will, the very SAME PRINCIPLES 
will as much prove, that Your Own Party is eqzally deſti- 


fre prov'd, they moſt certainly are void of That CON- 
SITPUT IONAL Authority, upon which they attempted 
to found their clandeſtine Agreements of 1731 and 1732. 


6 LXXXIL Y OU next produce Mr. Laurence's Lyick 
0 


Private Judgment in his own Words, 
to the Biſhop on pag. 19. 20. 21. of your Appendix: 
and demand a Confatation of what you call the Is 
of the ſaid Laick for the Church of England's offering the 


of | Sacrifice of Chriſt's © of ren Body and Blood. 
P iſt, Then, One Confutation of what you term his Ar- 
on, ements, has already been given pag. 24. viz. That She 


has no Prayer of Oblation of that Sacrifice. 


- 2dly, Another is, That Her praying God to © accept her 
ate Ams and Oblations” is no where, by her PUBLICK 
in- ACTS praying him to accept ef any Other Alms and Ob- 
of lations, than the Money, &c. in the Baſin PRESENTED 
n; on the Holy Table; which Prayer She orders to be Omit- 
ith ted, if there be no ſuch Alms or Oblations, even at times 
ich ben Bread and Wine are placed on that Table: which 
vith plainly Shews, She do's not appoint a Prayer for Acceptance 
and of Oblations of Bread and Wine : (as in my pag. 153. 154-] 

ib 3dly, Another Confutation is, That it ſhe did pray for 
"he God's Acceptance of Oblations of Unconſecrated Bread and 
ot Vine; yet, this being not the Repreſentative Body and Blood 


H Chrift, could not be her Prayer of Oblation of the Sa- 
X crifice 


tute of all Spiritual Authority whatſoever ; as I have be- 
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erifice of that Repreſentative Body and Blood: For, upon 
the higheſt Suppoſit ion, That ſuppoſed Prayer for Accep- 
tance, would amount to no more than a Prayer to Accept 
them in ORDER to their Conſecration — And the &cond 
Article of your Clandefline Agreement 1732 do's not ven- 
ture to Carry this Suppoſed 1 bigher, even in 
your new Invented, Unauthorized INTENTION of the 
Church -— as before obſerv'd in my 51. 52 page. 

I know that you pretend, the Force of her Frayer for 
that firſt acceptance, extends to the Elements in all the af- 
ter Service, and therefore to them when they are made 
by Conſecration the Kepreſentative Body and Blood; But, this 
is no more than a Private Notion, and not the Church of 
England's Publick Act; She has made no Such Declaration: 
You beg the Queſtion, which you have not prov'd, that 
She Prays for Acceptance of the Oblations of the Uncon- 
ſecrated Elements; and from this, not granted Petition, 
you conclude, without any Authority from her, that She 
extends that Suppoſed Prayer for Acceptance, to the Same 
Elements when afterwards made the Repreſentative Body 
and Blood by Conſecration A Fine Way of arguing in- 
decd ! from Private Unprov'd Premiſſes, to Conclude the 
Certainty of a Publick Church Fact, and this, notwith- 
ſtanding the Known Doctrine of the Same Church againſt 
that very Fact of the Sacrament's being a Sacrifice, as in 
her Homily is fully evident : At this Rate, you may prove 
any thing, and concerning any Church too — But ſuch 


Poſitiveneſs will not do, when we are upon the Publick | 


Authentick Acts of a Church. 


Athly, Another Confutation of what you call the n 


ments of That Laick, is this, that, during the whole Pro- 


ceſs of the Service, before pronouncing the Words of In- | 


ſtitution, the Bread and Wine cannot in any Senſe [ nor 


by any Act of the Church of England] be called the Re- | 


preſentative Body and Blood of Chriſt : and therefore, placing 
them on the Communion Table, giving thanks, and praying 
over them, and uſing the manual Ceremonies, all theſe toge- 
rher taken, cannot be Offering the Sacrifice of That Bic 
and Blood ; the Bread and Wine not being yet made that 
Body and Blood by Conſecration; and then laſtly, uttering 
the Words of Inſtitution Over them, is no Prayer of Ob- 
lation of Chrift's Repreſentative Body and Blood; becauſe, 


the pronouncing of thoſe Words, is Only your Form of 


Conſecration of the Bread and Wine, to be that Repre: 
fentative Body and Blood. This Form of Cem: 


r . (. 


re 
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the Church of England no where calls an Oblation or Sa- 
crifice of That Body and Blood, She has no Publick Act 
thar Terms it ſo; and after her Conſecration She has no 
publick Act appointing ny Oblation of That Body and 
Blood; for, She immediately enjoins Diſtribution, eating 
and drinking them, without any Prayer of Offering them 
to Almighty God. Conſequently, all Mr. Laurence Laick 
Expoſtulation with the Biſhop of Oxford upon this matter, 
amounts to No Proof, that you any where offer to God 
the Sacrifice of ry Hh Repreſentative Body and Blood, [or 
that the Church of Exgland has any Publick Acts requiring 
to Offer it, or approving the Offering of it,] by any Prayer 
of Oblation whatſoever: The Terms © SACRIFICE 
« Commemorative and Repreſentative of the death LA Chriſt © 
uſed by that Lay Author, being None of the Church of 
Exrland's Terms relating to the Sacramental Bread and 
Wine, in any of her Now Publick Acts. | 

Will you, in Oppoſition _— have this Offering to be 


made, by her Poſt-Communion Prayer, after your Eatin 


and Drinking? This Pretence I find you are aſhamed of, 


and reject it now in the 25th Page of your Appendix to- 
wards the bottom. Therefore, when you have the Elcments 
do far Conſecrated, as to be the Repreſentative Body and 
Blood, lying before you, you will not ofter them by r 
chile they are On the Table, nor afterwards when you have 
eaten and drank them. You pretend to ofter by Prayer 
the Bare Unconſecrated Elements to God the Father ; but 
when they have acquir'd a Higher Dignity, and therefore 
are of Vaſtly more Worth and Value, then you refuſe 'THUS 
to offer them to him! Can your Devotion bear with a 
Suppoſed Offering of LESS valuable things to his Divine 
Majeſty,;and neglect, nay oppoſe, the Offering to him thoſe, 
which are incomparably more Worthy and Valuable ? 
dhould we not moſt devoutly offer to him, of 'THE BEST 
we have? What Compariſon is there between Cnconſe- 
crated Bread and Wine, in their meer natural State ; And 
the Repreſentative Body and Blood of Chriſt ? If you think 
the firſt ro be a Suitable Offering to God ; How much 
more ſhould you believe this, and practice accordingly, as 
to theſe Latter, which are things of a Vaſtly Superior Na- 
ture, Worth and Dignity for us to Offer, in Obedience 
to the Example and Command of Chriſt ; who himſelf of- 
ſerd them to his Father for Many for the Remiſſion of 
dns, and Enjoyn'd His Apoſtles and their Succeſſors ta 
DJ (that is offer! 'THIS ” for a Memorial af him; as 
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the Inftitution Teſtiſies, and the Primitive Catholick Church 


Practiſed, whereof her Numerous Prayers of Oblation, re- 
ferr'd to in Pages 160 to 165, are an Uncontroulable ſtand- 
ing Evidence. 


S LXXXIIIL OU ſay fag. 22. © There is no Olla 

tion in the Eaſtern Liturgies” -f 
« after the Invocation Prager, I am ſorry you 
hereby give me occaſion to tell you, that this is falſe ; a8 
any one may fee by the Prayers of Oblation particulari;'g 
and referr'd to in pag. 160 to 165. The matter in 
diſpute is, That a Prayer of Oblation muſt be made, after 
the Elements are ſo fie Conſecrated as that they are the 
Repreſentative Body and Blood. Let this Praycr be made 


either after the Words of Inſtitution, or after the Invocz- 


tion, it will be an Oblation of that Body and Blood in ei- 


ther Caſe, 


S LXXXIV. VC in pag. 26 abuſe the Homily Text of 


the Church of England, which Teaches 
againſt the Sacraments being 2 Sacrifice [ as Is evident 


in my p. 50.] For, in that Text you thruſt in Words of your 


own, and mark them with double inverted Comma's thus“ 
— juſt as you do in the Genuine Text it ſelf ; whereby you 
make your own interpolated Words, to look like the Text 
of the Homily, and by this means you endeavour to Limit 
and reſtrain the Homily Doctrine, as levell'd againſt the Po- 
pith Sacrifice alone — when in truth [tho it certainly Op- 
0 That Sacrifice yet] it alſo Oppoſes the Sacraments 

eing a Sacrifice, ,and the Neceſſity of a nn Prieſi 


in General Terms, without reſtraining them as deſign d a- 


gainſt the Popery Only. Thus the Words you Thruſt im. 
to the Homily Text, tho the Text it ſelf has them not, 
are theſe, viz, 7 


pag. 26. Tine 10. | © or Commemorative Sacrifice,] 
line 10. 11. [“ Propitiatory or Popijh ] ; 
line 1 8. 19. * in it ſelf propitiatory or Self-mer: 
torious | 

tine 20. [“ in the Popiſh Senſe } 

line 21. 22. 23. 24. Las is * the Sacrifice of the 
« Maſs, it being a Novel thing di 
oc rectly contrary to the Primitive Do 


& #rine of the Sacrifice ] 
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This intruding of your own Words into the Text of 
the Homily is no ways Honourable to your Cauſe, and with- 
all it do's not contribute any thing in the Leaſt, to 133 
that you have in FACT the Sacrifice of Chriſt's Repre- 
ſentative Body and Blood : for, this FACT ought to be 
MANIFEST in your Liturgick Miniftration it Self, and 
therefore in your Communion Service and the Rubricks 
thereof, which are the only SENSIBLE RULE of your 
Miniftration — Theſe being Defecrive and without that 
Sacrifice, your fallaeious 'Tampering thus with the Homi- 
iy Text, would not ſupply that Great Defect, if your Fal- 
lacy were allow'd to be the Truth; Becauſe, FACTS or 


Their Defects, or the Abſence of thoſe FACTS, are No- 


torious, let Doctrines be what they will. This is the 
Caſe of the Church of Rome, ſhe rightly teaches, that in 
the Sacrament, the Faithful, who do not Conſecrate, muſt 
receive the Body and Blood of Chriſt, this is ſo far true; 
but what is the Fact of her Miniſtration? Why it is No- 
toriouſly a Defective One; She in Fact adminiſters to thoſe 
Faithful, The Body only, and not the Blood, by Commu- 
nicating to them no more than One Kind, namely, the 
Bread alone; Thus her Doctrine runs one way, and the 
Fact of her Miniſtration another; And the Defect of This 
Her Miniſtration cannot poſſibly be ſupply'd, by any the 
moſt artful and cunning Repreſentations of her Doctrine, 
to mend the matter. 


S LXXXV.T'N pag. 27 of your Appendix, you quote 

another Paſſage of Mr. Larnrence's — re- 
lating to the 3 1ſt Article of the Church of Enoland ; in 
all which he has not ſo much as One Attempt at an Argu- 
ment, to prove that the Church of ngland offers the Great 
Chriſtian Sacrifice; and therefore it makes nothing at all 
for = Cauſe ; but notwithſtanding this, you foiſt into 
the Text of that Quotation, Words of your own, and mark 
em with double inverted Comma's thus“ as the Text it 
ſelf is marked, which is the fame kind of Fallacy you 
play'd before with the Homily Text, Thus at line 17. 18. 
you foiſt in your Own Words (“ and fo likewiſe the Homi- 
10 lies in the Paſſages above produc d) And in pag. 29, line 22. 
you intrude Words of your Own thus (and Conſequently of 
the Homilies ) which Inſertions of yours, make Mr. au- 
rence's Text to look as if he there ſpake of the Homilies, 
when in Truth, that Paſſage of this, has not one Word rela- 


Ung to the Homilies, 
| S LXXXVI. 
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LXXXVI. * OU pretend pag. 30. That the C 
| 5 of England has the Sacrifice « oo 
« in hey Homily concerning Common Prayer and Sacraments $1, 
* Cites a Conſtitution of. Juſtinian «vith APPROBATION 
« epherein the Euchariſt is called the HOLY OBLATION. 
& and in the ſame Homily alſ» be RECOMMENDS Juſtin 
« Martyrs Deſcription of the Euchariſtick Solemnity .. 
This Likewiſe is altogether Fallacious ; For, the Subject 
of that Homily is, That Common Prayer and Sqeraments 
« Oug hi to be miniſtred in a Tongue that is UNDERSTOOD 
« Of THE HEARERS” Tis to this Purpoſe ALONE 
that ſhe quotes Juſtin Martyr; in all that Quotation there 
is not ſo much as one Word of Sacrifice or Oblation at all; 
and therefore here ſhe do's not in the leaft recommend the 
Sacrifice of Chriſt's Repreſentative Body and Blood; this 
Quotation being no more, than to recommend the Pious Ex- 
ample of th: Primitive Churches miniſtring the Publick 
Worſhip, in ſuch Language as the People fo underſtood, 
that they gave their Aſſent thereto, by their joint Amen 
after the Prayers and Thankſgivings. And then, as for the 
Homily's Quoting a Conſtitution of 22 the Roman 
Emperor, which contains the Words Holy Oblation; thoſe 
Words are no other than Juſtinian's, not the Church of 
England's, She puts no diſtinguiſhing Mark of her APPRO- 
BATION upon them, She only quotes them with the other 
Words of that Emperor [not as 2 the Nature and 
Quality of the ſeveral particular Parts of her Oun Publick 
Worſhip, but] to prove, that the Emperor enjoin'd the 
Clergy to miniſter the Publick Services cuſtömary in the 
Church of thoſe Days, So, as that the People might un- 
derſtand the Same, and be able to give their Amen there- 
to. This is the whole and only deſign of the Church of 
England's quoting that Emperor's Words, to recommend 
the Primitive Example, and to ſhew the reaſonableneſs oi 
her following that Example, of appointing the Publick 
Worſhip to be in a Language known and underſtood by 
the People. She do's not in the Leaſt pretend, that the 
Emperor's Words Holy Oblation are a proof that ſhe 
her ſelf Offers the Sacrifice of Chriſt's Repreſentative Bo- 
dy and Blood, nothing like this in all the Homily : And 
you may with equal Truth and Modeſty affirm, that ſhe has 
the Cuſtom of the Deacons bringing Wine and Water for 
the Sacramental Miniſtration, becauſe Fuſtin Martyrs 
Words before quoted by her, mention the Same Cuſtom, " 
a yo 
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you may aſſert that ſhe offers the Sacrifice, becauſe ſhe 
uotes Juſtinian's Conſtitution, which mentions the Holy 
Nation; for, as her ſpeaking of the Wine and Water as 
they ſtand in the Words of St. Juſtin, do's not prove that 
ſhe in fact uſes that Cuſtom ; ſo, neither do's her reciting 
the Words Holy Oblation as they ſtand in the Conſtitution 
of 7uſtinian, prove that She offers the Sacrifice of Chriſt's 
Repreſentative Body and Blood. Your whole Fallacy here, 
conſiſts in this, that the Churches naming a Primitive 
Chriſtian Practice, in her Publick Acts, is an Argument, 
that She recommends, and alſo has that Practice her Self; 
which is a Notorious Falſity, as is evident above with Re- 
lation to the Fact of the Vine and Water; and is further 
manifeſt from her $oth Canon, One of her Publick Acts 
now in force, wherein, to prove the Lawfulneſs of her Uſe 
of the Croſs in Baptiſm, She mentions the Primitive Chri- 
ſtians Uſe of the Sign of the Croſs © IN ALL THEIR 
« ACTIONS” ; when at the ſame time, She her ſelf has 
not that Primitive Practice of Uſing the Sign of the Croſs 
in all her Actions: So miſerably fallacious is your way of 


attempting to Argue, from her thus naming of Primitive 
Terms, or Primitive Cuſtom, 


6 LXXXVIL B ISHOP FJewel's arguing with Har- 
dinge the Romaniſt quoted by you pag. 
20. 31. is no Act of the Church of England, 28 do's 


that Biſhop therein at all prove, that the Church of En- 
eland offers the Sacrifice. 


C LXXXVIII. HE 7th of the Canons of 1640, 
which ſays © That the Holy Table 
is and may be call'd an Altar by us, in THAT SENSE 
in ephich the Primitive Church call'd it an Altar; as your 
{1ſt Page quotes it; is no proof, that the Church of En- 
land has the Great SACRIFICE of Chriſt's Repreſenta- 
tive Body and Blood; 
1R, Becauſe the Canon do's not Particularize that Great 
2 as a Relative to the Altar, tho' it was ſo in the 
Senſe of the Primitive Church ; but only ſpeaks in a ge- 
neral undetermin'd Senſe, without naming any Particulars 
at all ; and therefore, as the Canon ſays nothing particular, 
the One Particular of That Sacrifice cannot be inferr'd 
rom it; becauſe, in the Senſe of the Primitive Church, 
oy Table was term'd an Altar, upon account of other 
articulars, ſuch as Alms and the Common Oblations of 


the 
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the People for the Maintenance of the Miniftry ge. 
which 0 Fu 2 there. ann, = 

2dly, Becauſe, the Name of the Altar may remain u. 
but - Lhe of the Relatives thereto do exiſt at » php es 
time as Other the Relatives thereto are not ar all in Being : 
for Example, when ALMS, the Common Oblations of ti. 
People are by the Prieſt there pray'd to be Accepted, even 
when the Great Chriſtian Sacrifice is not offer'd, as in the 
Caſe of officiating the Second Service of the Church of 
England, wherein She Orders the Prieſt to pray God to ac- 
cept thoſe Common Oblations, even when there is no Sacra- 
ment — as I have obſery'd pag. 152. 
- 3dly, The Name of Altar may remain, when all the 
Relatives thereto, all Oblations, and Sacrifice appointed by 
God to be offer'd thereon, are neglected, or, even aboli}'4 
and laid aſide, thro' the Iniquity of times; It may juſtly 
retain its Name and Title for the Sake of thoſe Oblations 
and that Sacrifice which in Duty ought to be Offer'd upon 
it, tho* in Fact they are not; As a material Church, or 
Houſe of God, may juſtly retain its Name, when the True 
Worſhip, which ought to be paid to him therein, is abo- 
Iiſh'd, and Idolatry introduc'd inſtead thereof : Witness 
the Altar and Temple of the Lord at Jeruſalem, moſt miſera- 
bly neglected and prophan'd by the Idolatries of the wick- 
ed Kings of Judab. 2 Chron. xxix. 5. 6. 7. 15. 16. 18. 
Chap. xxxiii. 4. 5. 7+ 16. 

gthly, The Canons of 1640, are not receiv'd either by 
the Church or State of England; for, as to the Church, 
Biſhop Gibſor's Codex tells us, that the Laſt Reviewing Con. 
vocation of 1661 had a Debate concerning a Review of 
thoſe Canons, and which of them were proper and fit to 
be Obſerv'd and put into Practice; —— © But” [ lays 
the Biſhop ] © Ve find not, that ANY FURTHER PRO- 
« GR was made in that Deſign, than the referring it, at 
« o ſeveral Times, to Two Committees of Biſtops See 
his Codex Fol. 996. And as for the State — in his Page 
995. he refers us to An Act of Parliament 13 Car. II. 
Cap. 12. wherein tis declared, That This Act ſhall not 
be Conſtrued © to Confirm the Canons made in the Year 1640, 
« % ANY OF THEM ”. From all which, 'tis plain, 
that theſe Canons are not the Publick Acts, of either the 
Church or State of England that Eſtabliſh'd the preſent 
Liturgy ; and Conſequently, your attempt from One of 
thoſe Canons, is but another of your Fallacies, whereby 
you would perſuade your Reader ro believe, that * 
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turcy eijoĩus the Great Chriſtian Sacrifice, when in truth 
and in Fact it do's not. 

Having now gone thorough Your Several Fallacies re- 
laing to this Great Article, Let us now take a View of 
Your Acknowledgments which the Power of Truth has 


ertorted from you. 


g LXXXIS. F IRST, You Own [ concerning the 

Prayer of Oblation] In theſe Words, 
« The Prayer indeed in King Edward's book is a VERY GOOD 
« One, and to prevent theſe unhappy diſputes I wiſh it had heen 
« (ontinu'd”, pag. 22. This is well own'd and well wiſh'd; 
How then can this Prayer [or ſome other Prayer Equiva- 
lent thereto] be not neceſſary ? For, in the very next 
Words you ſay © it can't be neceſſary ”. Will a Judicious 
Divine ſay that A VERY GOOD Prayer is not Neceſlary ? 
Will he uot thereby affirm that is Needleſs, and therefore 
lm pertinent: And can he wiſh in Earneſt that an Imperti- 
nent Prayer © bad been Continued ”? A more Deliberate 
Confideration of the High Dignity of Prayer might extri- 
cate you out of theſe Difficulties, and convince you of the 
Conſtant Neceſſity of a VERY GOOD PRAYER, ſo far, 
as to engage your Endeavours, for its Reſtoration, and not 
barely to * <vj/b it had been Continued ”. 

Secondly, Again you Acknowledge that “ the Church of 
England has not the Prayer this Mriter Contends for pag. 
23. Then you Cannot but Own, She has no Prayer of Ob- 
lation, whereby to offer the Sacrifice of Chriſt's Repreſen- 
tative Body and Blood; for, this is the Prayer the“ Mxiter 
« Contends for”; Lis A Prayer of Oblation of that Sa- 
crifice, without Confining it to any One particular Form, 
that is requir'd by us. 

Thirdly, As to your Churches offering the Sacrifice of 
Chriſt's Repreſentative Body and Blood by the Prayer in 


the Poſt-Communion, You tell us, that you © Say no Such 


thing“ pag. 25; whereby you renounce that Pretence — 
Therefore, ſince this is not your Prayer of Oblation, and 
you have not the other Prayer contended for; it unavoidabl 


tollows that you have no Such Prayer of Oblation at all, 
by 2 own Confeſſion. 

Fourchly, You acknowledge [concerning the Euchariſt- 
ick Sacrifice which our Bleſſed Lord Inſtituted and the 
Primitive Church frequented] that © there av ſome AL- 
* TERATION made in the Liturgy, <vith regard to THIS 
* POINT, Some Hords —_ Phraſes being Omitted, and One 
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& of the Prayers tranſpos' d, yet this do's not prove am Chyy;; 
in Doctrine; and nothing more was removed than cat 
« SEEM'D TO SOME MISTAKEN men to reſemlls te 
% Popiſh Practice. pag. $1. So that, here according to 
vour Self «© Wordt and Phraſes”, tho' not ſo much as re. 
ſembling the Potiſb Practice, were Omitted, and a“ VERY 
« GOOD PRAYER”, [Acknowledgment the ;6, | 
Therefore not Popiſh neither, was Tranſposd: Theſe 
ALTERATIONS with regard to this point of the Sa- 
CRIFICE were made; Oh how forcible and preva- 
Jent is the Power of Truth ! tho you Own it but very fen 
derly, and with ſome Remoteneſs of Expreſſion : To 
have named Particulars would have been a Cutting Point. 
Theſe you avoid, and you take care not to mention the 
Heterodox Notions, for the Sake of which the Alterations 
were made; and then [Oh how agreeably to Truth! you 
tell us, that “ This do's not prove any Change in Doctrine. 
Not prove any Change in Doctrine, Sir? This is Admi- 
rable indeed! A Sound Liturgy, all Divines will agree, 
teaches Sound Doctrine; even Preaching it ſelf is not 4 
more effectual way of ſo Teaching; nay, the Liturgick 
Teaching, by reafon of its FREQUENT RETURNS, 
gives greater Security for the Confirmation and Eſtabliſh- 
ment of ſome Orthodox Neceſſary Doctrines, than the much 
Leſs frequent, and it may be, VERY SELDOM Returns 
of Inſtruction by Sermons, can do. _ 
If then, a Liturgy drops and lets fall into Oblivion the 
Sound Doctrine it manifeſtly and practically taught before; 
If it do's this to Comply with the Sentiments of the Enemies 
and Oppoſers of that Sound Doctrine; Do's it not thereby 
give a Diſreputation to that Doctrine? Do's it not give 
a Practical Preference to the Contrary Notions and Pra- 
Etices of the Enemies thereof? If to this, is added EX- 
PRESS Church Homily or Sermon teaching, and all the 
Clergy's Subſcribing, againſt the very LETTER of that 

ſound Doctrine; and if laſtly, a whole National Church in 
Convocation aſſembled, do's Superadd its Synodical Act to 
ratify and eſtabliſh the Liturgy, which ſo drops and Lets 
fall the Sound Doctrine as aforcſaid ; Do's all this Church 
Solemnity and Ratification amount not to“ Any Change in 

Doctrine? Your Authority is altogether infllcient, to 
Command Belief, againſt ſuch Numerous, Powerful Evi- 
dence of Matters of Fact. Your Cautious Tenderneſs in 
avoiding to come to Particulars, about the Alterations 


« ith regard to this Point of the Sacrifice, obliges me 
| te 
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to do it, for the more clear Manifeſtation, that there 
„s A CHANGE OF DOCTRINE”. 


6 XC. TJ HEREFORE, In the firſt Reform'd Li- 

turgy, clear of all Popery, which was care- 
fully Compil'd and Coufirm'd by a Synod of the Church of 
England [Collier's Eccles. Hiſt. Vol. II p. 276. Col. 1. and 
p. 442. Col. 2.] The Rubricks frequently and manifeſtly 
call the Holy Table, by its Proper Name, its Scripture 
Name, its Chriſtian Primitive Catholick Name, ALTAR; 
This Proper Name referr'd to the Great Chriſtian Sacri- 
fce of Chriſt's Repreſentative Body and Blood then ap- 
pointed by that Liturgy, to be offer'd there, by a Prayer of 
Oblation, utter'd by the Prieſt © turning” to the 
« A'tar, without any Elevation ”, immediately after his pro- 
nouncing the Words of Inſtitution : The Calviniſts and 
Juingliaus (who in truth were the Perſons,] whom you 
tenderly call “ ſome miſtaken men ”, took offence at this 
biſhop Fickes [IS LXXXI. pag. 211.] as quoted from your 
Self, has told us what was the Offence they took, and that 
The Words .4ltar and Sacrifice were laid aſide to COM- 
PLY with them. 

Ano 1550, a Little before the Alteration of the firit 
Reform'd Liturgy, Ridley Biſhop of London made a Viſita- 
tion, the main Buſineſs whereof was © The taking down 
* ALTARS and putting Tables in their Room. [Collier's 
Eccles. Hiſt. Vol. II. p. 304. 

For this Purpoſe Hooper ” [ Biſhop of Glouceſter ] © who 
bad no great regard for Antiquity took Occaſion in his Court 
Sermon this Year to Suggeſt, That the Government would 
* do well to turn ALTA RS into TABLES according to 
« the firſt Inſtitution of Chrift, that by 'THIS EXPEUI- 
5 ENT, the People would be cur'd of a falſe Pertuaſion ot 
g the performing SACRIFICES : That as long as the AL- 
: TARS continued, both ignorant People, and ignorant 

Prieſts would al ways dream of SACRIFICE”. [ /bid. ] 

3 This Diſcourſe was well receiv'd by ſome Great COUR- 

TIERS, ab pra ctisd upon the hint; (Ibid.] [Heylin. 
Hiſt. Reform. p. 95. DINE: 
5 A The Alteration above- mentiond being reſolbd, a Letter in 
the King's Name was directed to Biſbep Ridley“; wherein 
* Majeſty ““ commands the B oh, that all AL'TARS Ihou!d 
x be taken away in the Dioceſe of London, and TABLES 
Tan up in their Room”. This Letter refers to Several 
Wuppoled] Reaſons digeſted into Form, and ſent with the 
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of the Prayers tranſpos d, yet this do's not prove any Chun; 
in Doctrine; and no hin more was removed than cat 
« SEEMWD TO SOME MISTAKEN men to reſemlle te 
% Popiſh Prattice”. pag. 31. So that, here according to 
'your Self © Wordt and Phraſes”, tho' not ſo much as re. 
ſembling the Pot b Practice, were Omitted, and a“ VERY 
« GOOD PRAYER”, [Acknowledgment the ;6, 1 
Therefore not Popiſh neither, was Tiranſpo&d : Theſe 
ALTERATIONS with regard to this point of the SA. 
CRIFICE were made; Oh how forcible and preya- 
Jent is the Power of Truth ! tho you Own it but Very ten 
derly, and with ſome Remoteneſs of Expreſſion : — To 
have named Particulars would have been a Cutting Point. - 
Theſe you avoid, and you take care not to mention the 
Heterodox Notions, for the Sake of which the Alterations 
were made; and then [Oh how agreeably to Truth! you 
tell us, that “ This do's not prove any Change in Doctrine“. 
Not prove any Change in Doctrine, Sir? This is Admi- 
rable indeed! A Sound Liturgy, all Divines will agree, 
teaches Sound Doctrine; even Preaching it ſelf is not 4 
more effectual way of ſo Teaching; nay, the Liturgick 
Teaching, by reaſon of its FREQUENT RETURNS, 
gives greater Security for the Confirmation and Eſtabliſh- 
ment of ſome Orthodox Neceſſary Doctrines, than the much 
Leſs frequent, and it may be, VERY SELDOM Returns 
of Inſtruction by Sermons, can do. | 

If then, a Litur gy drops and lets fall into Oblivion the 
Sound Doctrine it manifeſtly and practically taught before; 
If it do's this to Comply with the Sentiments of the Enemies 
and Oppoſers of that Sound Doctrine; Do's it not thereby 
give a Diſreputation to that Doctrine? Do's it not give 
a Practical Preference to the Contrary Notions and Pra- 
Etices of the Enemies thereof? If to this, is added EX- 
PRESS Church Homily or Sermon teaching, and all the 
Clergy's Subſcribing, againſt t he my LETTER of that 
ſound Doctrine; and if laſtly, a whole National Church in 
Convocation aſſembled, do's Superadd its Synodical Act to 
ratify and eſtabliſh the Liturgy, which ſo drops and Lets 
fall the Sound Doctrine as aforeſaid; Do's all this Church 
Solemnity and Ratification amount not to“ Any Change in 
Doctrine: Your ar gre is altogether 2 to 
Command Belief, againſt ſuch Numerous, Powerful Evi- 
dence of Matters of Fact. Your Cautious Tenderneſs in 
avoiding to come to Particulars, about the Alterations 
* with regard to this Point of the Sacrifice, obliges me 
| ts 
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to do it, for the more clear Manifeftation, that there 
« IS A CHANGE OF DOCTRINE”. 


XC. HERE FO RE, In the firſt Reform'd Li- 

turgy, clear of all Popery, which was care- 
fully Compil'd and Coifirm'd by a Synod of the Church of 
Enzland [Collier's Eccles. Hliſt. Vol. II p. 276. Col. 1. and 
p. 442. Col. 2.] The Rubricks frequently and manifeſtly 
call the Holy Table, by its Proper Name, its Scripture 
Name, its Chriſtian Primitive Catholick Name, ALTAR; 
This Proper Name referr'd to the Great Chriſtian Sacri- 
fice of Chriſt's Repreſentative Body and Blood then ap- 
pointed by that Liturgy, to he offer'd there, by a Prayer of 
Oblation, utter'd by the Prieſt © turning to the 
« Altar, without any Elevation ”, immediately after his pro- 
nouncing the Words of Inſtitution : The Calvinifts and 
Zuinglians (who in truth were the Perſons,] whom you 
tenderly call“ ſome miſtaken men ”, took offence at this 
biſhop Hickes [S LXXXI. pag. 211.] as quoted from your 
Self, has told us what was the Offence they took, and that 
The Words ltar and Sacrifice were laid aſide to COM- 
PLY with them. 

Anno 1550, a Little before the Alteration of the firit 
Reform'd Liturgy, Ridley Biſhop of London made a Viſita- 
tion, the main Buſineſs whereof was © The taking doæun 
* ALTARS and putting Tables in their Room ”. [Collier's 
Eccles. Hiſt. Vol. II. p. 304.] 

For this Purpoſe Hooper ” [ Biſhop of Glouceſter ] © who 
bad no great regard for Antiquity took Occaſion in his Court 
Sermon this Year to Suggeſt, That the Government would 
* do well to turn ALTA RS into TABLES according to 
* the firſt Inſtitution of Chriſt, that by THIS EXPEDI- 
5 ENT, the People would be cur'd of a falſe Pertuaſion ot 
. the performing SACRIFICES : That as long as the AL- 
2 TA RS continued, both ignorant People, and ignorant 

Prieſts would al ways dream of SACRIFICE”. [ /bid. ] 

2 4 This Diſcourſe was well receivd by ſome Great COUR- 

TIERS, a practisd upon the hint"; [Ibid.] [Hey lin. 
Hiſt. Reform. p. 95.] X 
: ” The Alteration above-mention'd being refolu'd, a Letter in 

the King's Name was directed to Biſbop Ridley; wherein 
his Majeſty * commands the B hop, that all AU'TARS Hvα⁰ 
C be taken away in the Dioceſe of London, and TABLES 

ſet up in their Room”. This Letter refers to Several 


(uppoled] Reaſons digeſted into Form, and ſent with the 
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Setter, to juſtify what was done — And with theſe the 
Biſhop was to furniſh ſuch Preachers as he thought dit 
pos'd for the Service. [Collier Ibid ] 

Tho Letter was was ſubſcrib'd, by Granmey Arch-Biſhop 


of Canterbury, and by the Biſhop of Eh. among other 


Lords. ¶ Collier Ibid.] and therefore the Suppoſed Reaſons 


for the Alteration, were the Suppoſed Reafons of thoſe 
Two Biſhops, to reconcile the People to the Order. Let 
us then take a View of ſome of Arch Biſhop Cranmer's 
and the Biſhop of Ely's, &c. ſuppoſed Reaſons for the 
Demoliſhing of Altars. 

One of their Pleas was, That“ An ALTAR «vas for 
« SACRIFICE, and a TABLE for Eating, the Latter there- 


fore was more proper for the Solemnity of the Lord's Supper. 


Another Plea was, That“ Altars were erected for the 
te Sacrifices of the Moſaic Inſtitution ; that ſince the Olliga- 
« tion of this Law was now at an End, the Form of the RAL- 
« 'TAR ought not to Continue 


Another, That © our Saviour inſtituted the Sacrament ef 


& his Bedy and Blood at a Table and not at an ALTAR; 
« neither do's it appear the Apoſtles made Uſe of this Latter in 
« their Miniſtrations ”. [ Collier's Eccles. Hift. Vol. II. p. 304. 
and Heylin's Hiſt. of the Reformation, p. 97 

Thete were Some of the Suppoſed Arguments of thoſe 
Biſhops and others, for the Demolithing of Altars; but 
all theſe pretended Reaſons, are abundantly refuted, by 
che Apoſtle to the Hebrews, Chap. xiii. 10, who, inſpir d 
by rhe Holy Ghoft, infallibly aſſures us, that “ «<e have 
« an ALTAR, whereof they bave no Rioht to EAT), which 
& ſerve the Tabernacle” ; which plainly demonſtrates, that 
the Apoſtles had an ALTAR, and that it was ſuch an 
ALTAR, whereof there was a Right to EAT ; and from 
which Right, the Adherers to the Moſaic Law were mani. 
feſtly excluded; And the Practice of the Primitive and 
Univerſal Church gives full Evidence for the Uſe of ſuch 
Altars, and for the Truth and Propriety of that Title: 80 
fallacious were the pretended Reaſons for Demoliſhing CA 
ſtian Proteſtant Altars, which by the Offering of the In. 
ſtituted Sacrifice upon them, were cleans'd and reform'd 
from all the Errors and Corruptions of the Church at 
Rome; as the firſt Reformed Liturgy, in the Altar Service, 
moſt clearly demonſtrates. : 

But the Demoliſhing Work was proſecuted according 
to the abovefaid Order. Biſhop Ridley, in his firſt Viſt+ 


tion Iſſued out An Injunction to this Effect, That thye 
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© Churches in his Dioceſe, where the Altavs do remain, fould 
« Conform themſelves unto thoſe Other Churches which had ta- 
« hen them down, and that inſtead of the Multitude of their 
« 4tars, they ſhou'd ſet ub One Decent Table in Every Church”, 
[Heylin's Hiſtory of the Reformation pag. 97.4 3 

Anno 155 1. Many Diſorders had green up in this Little 

« time, in the officiating the LITURGIE, the Veſtures of the 
« Church, and the h. bit of the Churchmen, began by Calvin, 
« proſecuted by Hooper, and countenanced by the large Im- 
„ munirics which had been given to John 4 Laſco, and 
« his Church of STRANGERS. And unto theſe, the 
« Change of ALT ARS into TABLES gave no ſmall encreaſe; 
« 25 well by reaſon of ſome differences which grew amongſt 
the Miniſters themſelves upon THAT OCCASION, as 
| « in Regard of that IRREVERENCE, which 1t bred in 
: the People, to whom it made the Sacrament to appear 
« LESS VENERABLE than before it did“. [Hey- 
Ins Hiſt. of Reformation, p. 106. 
The firſt Reform'd Common Prayer Book © vas braug hi 
% under a Review ”, at the Inſtigation of © Calvin „ Bu- 
J * cer”, and “ Peter Martyr [Foreign Presbyterians, ] who 
00 haa gain'd the Efteem 4 ſome of the Englih 43 ſhops * [Col 
lier's Eccles. Hiſt. Vol. II p. 309. 310.} It is not certain 
who were the Reviewers; But, be they who they will, 
they took Care to make their Review correſpond with the 
aboveſaid pulling down of the AL'TARS; for, they expung'd 
and rejected the Word ALTAR out of all the Rubricks ; 
and they alter'd and remoy'd Out of its Place, the Prayer 
1 ef Ublation by which the Great Sacrifice was ofter” to God 
2 the Father ; 

The Second Reform'd Common Prayer Book Thus Com- 
pos d, with theſe Alterations, [and others needleſs to par- 
ticularize, while we are upon this head of the Sacrifice] 
tho it do's not appear to have been the Publick Anthentick 
AF of the Then Church of England Synodically aflem- 
bled in Convocation, was Confirm'd and eſtabliſh'd by Act 
of Parliament 5 and 6 of Edw. VI, wherein there is a 
Clauſe, which prohibits the Uſe of any Other Form, and 
thereby the firſt Book was rejected. 

The High Compliment which That State Ad in its 
preamble beſtows upon the firſt Book, is of no Moment 
in the preſent Debate, becauſe, it is no Act of the Church; 
and further, becauſe the fine Compliment is ſpoilt, by 
the Same Act of Parliament's giving Such a remarkable 
daperior Character of the Excelleucies of the x 
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Book, in Compariſon of thoſe of the Firſt, as 
leſs than an Accuſation of that firſt Book : For, The Ack 
Sets forth, relating to That firſt Book, that, & 4; abe for 
«tbe MORE plain and manifeff EXPLANATION there- 
« of; as for the MORE PERFECTION of the [aid Order 
« or Common Service, in SOME PLACES «here it is NE. 
« CESSARY to make the ſame Prayer and Faſbion of Ser- 
« vice MORE EARNEST AND FIT 7 Stir Chriſt ian 
People to the TRUE HONOURING of Almighty God, 
« The King's moſt Excellent Majefty, &c.” -—— ©« hath 
« cauſed the aforeſaid Order of Common Service « 5% 
« be faithſully and godly peruſed, EXPLAINED, and made 
« FULLY PERFECT, and by the aforeſaid Authority, haih 
« annexed, and joined it SO EXPLAINED and PERFECT- 
« ED to this preſent Statute”. So that, According to this 
Act of Parliament, The firſt Book was ſo dark and obſcure 
as to want a © amore plain and manifeſt explanation thereof; 
It was ſo Imperfect in ſome parts thereof, that it wanted 
more Perfection“; it was „ in Some places”, not fo fully 
« Earneft and fit”, but that it was © NECESSARY # 
« make” it“ MORE EARNEST AND FIT, 0 flir Chri- 
% ftian People to the TRUE HONOURING of Almighty 
« God": It was therefore Reviewed; and being, as the 
Act tells us, © faithfully and godly peruſed, EXPLAINED 
% And made FULLY ERFECT ””, [This, is the Parlia- 
ment's Superior Character of the ſecond Book, above the 
Firft,] It was 0 annexed and Joined ! ſo explained 
and Perfected to That Parliamentary Statute. 
Thus in the Caſe of the Altar and dacrifice, now before 
us, The firſt Book with Rubricks confirming the Litur- 
gick Catholick Doctrine and Practice of ALTAR, was re- 
jected; and the ſecond Book which drop'd thoſe Rubricks, 
and thereby the Liturgick Catholick Doctrine and Practice 
of ALTAR into Oblivion, was eftabliſhed ; The firſt Book 
with its Prayer of Oblation, which inculcated the Litur- 
gick Catholick Doctrine and Practice of Offering the Great 
Chriſtian Sacrifice of Chriſt's Repreſentative Body aud 
Blood by Prayer, was laid afide, and the ſecond Book which 
Drop'd this Oblatory Prayer, and thereby that Doctrine and 
Practice, taken up and eſtabliſhed in its ſtead ; The firſt Book 
retaining and enjoining Altar and the Oblation of the Great 
Sacrifice, diſcharg'd and prohibited ; And the ſecond Book, 
rejecting the Altar and That Oblation, advanc'd and enacted 
to be uſed, as an Order or Common Service of © more Perfett- 
fog” ore earneſt and Ft to ſtir Cbriſtian * ecple to the True 
4 r « bonouring 
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« hoorring of Almighty God“: IT his is Preferring the Se- 
cond Hook vaſtly above the Firſt, nay ſo highly, that the 
Parliament affirms it to be“ MADE FULLY PERFECT”, 
than which no Higher Character could be pres it: And 


thus by Comparing the "Two Books, This Parliamenta 
Determination implies, That ne Altar, and no ſuch Obla- 
tory Prayer are of © more Perfection © more fit 
for the Honour of God, than an Aar and Prayer of Obla- 
tion are; And thus the fine Complement which the Pream- 
ble of this Act beſtows upon the Firſt Book, calling it 
« a Godly Order, agreeable to the Word of God, and the Pri- 
« mitive Church, is made inſignificant by the Rejection of 
that fame Firſt Book, and by eſtabliſhing of the Second as 
a Service ot“ more Perfection“, and more fit for the Hon- 
during of God, than the Firſt Book was. 

Hitherto we have taken a View, of the Proteſtant 
Doctrines and Facts of Four Proteſtant Biſhops, Cranmer 
of Canterbury, Ely, Ridley, and Hooper, n thoſe very 
Proteſtant Altars at which they had officiated, and That 
Primitive Sacrifice they had offer'd there, by the firſt Com- 
mon Prayer Book reform'd from Popery. We have fur- 
ther Seen the Rejection of this Book, and the Eftabliſh- 
ing of a Second in its ſtead, without any Proteſtant Altar 
Rulrick, and deſtitute of any Prayer of Oblation of That 
Primitive Sacrifice; we have ſeen this Enacted by the 
King, Lords Spiritual [. e. Proteſtant Biſhops] and Tem- 
poral, and the Commons in Parliament aſſembled ; where- 
by the Liturgick Worſhip in the Communion Service was 
made to APPEAR without ALTAR and without the 
pany SACRIFICE; and ſo the Liturgy has continued 
ever unce. 

For, in Queen Elizabeth's Days nothing of this was 
amended ; So far from it, that © Some Divines perceiving, 
* 'tis probable, the Queen had ſome inclination to continue the 
he OLD CUSTOM, and let the Altars ſtand, they dreay 
"up a Paper, in which they endeavour d to ſhea the IN- 
'* CONVENIENCY of adminiſtrine the Holy Euchariſt at 
" an ALTAR”, C Collier's Eccleſ. Hig. Vol. II. p. 433. 
Col. 2.] This Hiſtorian there gives us what he calls the 

caſons, omitting that part of them mention'd in the 
2 of King Edward the Sixth; Some of them are 
us, 


; They argued © the Holy Ghoſt in the New Teſtament makes 
a mention of a Table, I Cor. X. but 770 where calls it an 
Altar v. Which is a Great Miſtake, as is manifeſt enough 


They 


in St, Mat. v. 23. and Heb. xiii. 10. 
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They did not allow of ALTAR, becauſe this would be 
to Grant SACRIFICE, which they were not willing to 
do. Our Hiſtorian Remarks, that, This ** is a Sion 1h, 
« d no great regard for the Language of Antijuity”, 4 

They pleaded, that “their Adverſaries would chares 
« them with Inconſtancy, and departing from the Order ſettled 
« in the Reign of Kino Edward the Sixth”. 

That, “ The GREATEST PART of the Reformed 
« Preachers in England have frequently deliver d themſelves 
« in the Pulpits AGAINST THE USE OF ALTARS, and 
« therefore can't recommend them now without ſelf Contra- 
« dition, and owning themſelves in a Fault”. 

That “ Her Subje&s <vill be much ſurpriz'd, if any Order 
« Huld be Iſſued out for the REPLACING OF ALTARS, 
« conſidering the RUBRICE. of the Common Prayer, «hich 
« fands upon a Parliamentary Authority, ſuppoſes a TABLE 
« for the Adminiſtration of the Holy Eucharift, and gives 
Directions about it 

That “ BjÞop Ridley juſtiſed the King's Letter for the 
« REMOVING OF ALTARS, and that, Day Biſhop of 
« Chicheſter was committed for Non-Compleance in this 
« MATTER”. 

That *Qecolampadins, Zuinglius, Bullinger, Calvin, 
« Martyr, Alaſco, Hedio, Capito, and a great many other 
« Eminent Divines” (as this Addreſs call'd theſe Foreign 
Presbyterians] © had made the taking away the AL'TARS 
« part of the Reformation: That This was the Practice of 
« the Proteſtants in Savoy and Switzerland, and particu- 
« larly at Baſil and Geneva, at Strasbourg, Wormes, Franck- 
« fort, and other Places 

They further“ Argue from the Authority of thoſe eminent 
« Enpliſh Divines who ſuffer d in the late Reign: They mem 
« tion Cranmer and Ridley, Latimer, Hooper, Bradley, 
« ith an &c. That theſe Men of Character had approved the 
« Second Common Prayer Book” * and particularly 
« declar'd themſelves for the PREFERENCE OF A Ta- 
BLE. So that by ſetting Altars up again, *twill look as 
« if we CONDEMN'D ſome part of the DOCTRINE x 
« theſe good Men, and concurr d with their Adverſaries that 


„ Burnt them. | 
And laſtly”, ——= © that if the Opinion of the Preachers 


« and Learned Men of this Realm were laid before her, ity 
believe her Higneſs would find them UNANIMOUS in this 


Point. [ibid p. 434 


Thus 
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Thus we ſee, that this Addreſs of Some Divines to that 
Queen, was founded upon a Miſtake, of the Holy Ghoſt's 
not giving the Name of ALTAR to the Holy Table; 
that they diſapprov'd of ALTAR, becaute they did not 
«imit of SACRIFICE ; That the Doctrine Againſt Altars 
had been taught by the Greateſt Part of the Reformed 
Preichers in Exgland; That the Addreſſors held the Ru- 
brick of the Second Reformed Liturgy to be equivalent to 
a Prohibiting of Altars; That the Setting up of Altars 
would look like a Condemnation of the DOCTRINE of 
Cranmer, Ridley, Latimer, Hooper, Bradley, and other Ap- 
provers of that Second Book; That the Example of the Fo- 
reign Reform'd, viz. of the Zuinglians and Calviniſts and 
their Leaders, who had rejected Altars in their Reforma- 
tion, was eſteem'd a good Reaſon why we ſhould reject them 
too; And for the very Same PRETENDED REASON, 
they might have addreſs'd for the RejeCtion of Epiſcopacy 
alſo, and conſequently, for the Aboliſhing of Chriſt's Com- 
miſſion to miniſter in His Holy Myſteries, for, This, 'tis 
notorious, thoſe Zuinglians and Calviniſts abroad had Like- 
wiſe rejected in their Reformation: and laſtly, That Ad- 
dreſs went upon a Suppoſttion, that the Opinion of the 
then Preachers and Learned Men of England was“ Una- 
«* nimous in this Point of rejecting Altars. This Addreſs, 
as the Learned Hiſtorian takes notice, was Prior to the 
Queen's Setting forth her IN JUNCTIONS. © The Ajpli- 
cation Che ſays] © bad its effect as appears by the Article 
fer Removing the Altars ” ; [ibid. p. 434] For. © At the 
End of the Injunctions there is an Order for Removing tho 
"ALTARS, tho' not without the Overſizht of the Curate 
and one of the Churchwardens ”. libid. p. 433] 

Theſe are Facts, which ſhew How Prevalent the Do- 
Qrine and Practice againſt ALTAR and SACRIFICE were 
in thoſe Days, and upon what miſtaken Principles that 

ctrine and Practice were founded. 

The Second Book of Homilies ſagreeably with theſe 
Facts] do's carry on and promote this Doctrine and Pra- 
ftice, by oppoſing, in GENERAL TERMS, the Sa- 
crifce and Sacrificing Prieſt, and the Sacrament's being 
made a Sacrifice”, as I have prov'd in Page the zoth of 
theſe Papers. 'This Book was compos'd 1n thoſe Days of 
General Averſion againſt Altar and Sacrifice: And tho? 
you, by yonr own Unauthorized Additions to the Text 
of the Homilies before taken notice of] would repreſent 
them as teaching againſt NO OTHER than the P- Sa- 
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evifce, yet, any impartial Reader who ſeriouſly peruſes the 
Text it ſelf [\tripp'd of your Fallaciens Additions thereto) ma- 
eaſily ſee, that the Church of Zxgland's Doctriues agginſt 
the Sacrament's being a Sacrifice, ſtand in Such General 
and Unlimited Terms, as take in, not only the Ruymiſh 
Sacrifice, but alſo any other material Sacrifice which re 
Holy Sacrament may be Fſteem'd to be. And whar ze 2 
further Confirmation of the Truth of this, is. Thar Mo 
has no Publick Act declaring that Her Doctrine is Ievell'd 
againſt the Popiſh Sacrifice ALONE; or, that She Oxi; the 
Sacrament to be a material Sacrifice, when purg'd of the 
Popith Errors. 

Tie XXXIX Articles of Religion paſ'd in Conyocatinn 
Anno 1562, which were therefore the PUBLICK ACT 
OF THE CHURCH OF ENGLAND, do expreßßly in- 
corporate that Book of Homilies and its Doctrines into 
the ſaid Articles of Religion [See Article 35th} and there- 
by the Homily Doctrines againſt the SACRIFICE, are 
made the Doctrines of the Church of Ereland; To theſe 
Articles all the Clergy are by Act of Parliament [xiii EH. 
Cop. 12. and Collier's Eccles. Hiſt. Jol II. p. 530. Col. 2.1 
oblig'd to declare their Aſſent and make their Subſcrip- 
tion; and 3 to aſſent and ſubſcribe to the Hemi 
ly Doctrines againſt the SACRIFICE. 

During the Remainder of Queen Hlizabetb's Reign, all 
the Reigns of King James the Firſt and of King Charts 
the Firſt, Theſe Publick Acts, viz. the 39 Articles, and 
conſequently, the Homily Doctrines againſt the SACRI- 
FICE, continued to be the Publick Authentick Acts of 
the Conſtitutienal Church of England; And Her Biſhops 
and Prieſts All this while, over and above the ir declared 
Aſſent and Subſcription to the Doctrines which Oppoſe the 
Sacrament's being a SACRIFICE, did in fact minifter by 
that Parliimentary Communion Service, which excluded 
the ALTAR, and alſo the Offering of the Great CIIRI. 
STIAN SACRIFICE. by Prayer. 

The Conſtitutional Church of Eneland in her Laſt Re- 
viewing Convocation, juſt after the Reſtoration of Kivg 
Charles the Second, paſs'd No Cenfure againſt 'Theſe Facts 
and Doctrines, nor againſt the Falſe Principles, upon which 
the Proteſtant Altars were pull'd down, and the Proteſtant 
Sacrifice oppos'd, in the oy of King Edærard the VIth 
and Queen / lizaheth; No, But the Members of that Con- 
vocation aſſented and ſubſcrib'd to the Same Homily Do- 
ctrines againſt the SACRIFICE. The Church of England 
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in That Synod Received and Eſtabliſhed The Preſent Com- 
munion Service, without any One Rubrick in favour of 
the ALTAR, and Deſtitute of Any One Prayer of Obla- 
tion, by which to Ofer the Great Chriſtian SACKIF ICE 
of Chriſt's Repreſentative Body and Blood. 

Theſe are the Laſt Notorious Publick Acts of the Con- 
fitutional Church of England, now in Ure, againſt AL» 
TAR and SACRIFICE ; fo that it may be juſtiy enquir'd, 
with the melancholy Diſappointment of receiving no dutis- 
f\ftory Anſwer ; where, and in which of her now Publick 
Acts ſhall we find, that ſhe Teaches the Sacrament of tne 
Euchariſt to he a material SACRIFICE, viz. the Sacri- 
fee of Chriſt's Repreſentative Body and Blood, and where 
full we find that ſhe Offers This Sacrifice to God the Fa- 
ther? Her Homilies Teach no ſuch Doctrine, but ex- 

reſsly the Contrary ; Her 39 Articles of Religion have 

no ſuch Doctrine, but the Contrary, by incorporating thoſe 
Homilies into thoſe Articles; Her Canons now in Ure, 
have not One Word of the Holy Table's being an A“tar, 
nor of the Sacrament's being a SACRIFICE, - Her Litur- 
gy has not in Any Part of it ſo much as but One Rubrick, 
thar Honours rhe Holy Table with the 'Title of Altar ; nor 
G's it, by any Prayer whatſoever, Offer to God the Father 
the Great Sacrifice of his Soi's Repreſentative Body and 
Blood : Her Catechiſm, which of ſet Purpoſe Contains her 
Poctrine of the Sacraments, Teaches why the Sacrament 
of the Lord's Supper was ordained, viz. that it was, * for 
: 3 Continual REMEMBRANCE of the Sacrifice of the 
: death of Chriſt, and of the Benefits which ave receive there- 
by”. In which Doctrine, there is not a Word of the 

Vacrament”s being it Self a Sacrifice ; No, the Sacrament 
here, 1s term'd no Higher than a REMEMBRANCE. of 
the dacrifice of Chriſt's Death, which Remembrance it un- 
d ubtedly may be held to be, by thoſe who do not own it 
to be, it Self a Sacrifice ; becauſe, there miy be, and are 
many Remembrances of a Sacrifice, which are not them- 
lelyes Sacrifices; Thus, a meer Picture of a Sacrifice, tho' 
1s a Remembrance thereof, is not a Sacrifice; An Hifto- 
ME of a Sacrifice, tho it is the Remembrance 
5 crifice, is not it felf a Secrifice; And Our medita- 
ng upon a Sacrifice, tho' it is the Remembrance of a Sacri- 
I yet TIM 1 is not a Sacrifice : And there- 
5 of the T I calling che Sacrament, 4 6 Remembrance 
wk ane z 1s not Terming the Sacrament it ſelf 
e a SACRIFICE So that, upon the hole of the 
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Matter, the Conſtitutional Church of Eneland has not One 

Publick Authentick Act now iu Ure which determines that 

the Sacrament 1s a Sacrifice ; but much. to the Contrary, 
that it 15 not fo, as has been ſhewn in the foregoing Pages 
. 5 . 

Before I Conclude this Head, I ought to acknov.Jedge 

the Information = me by a 1 wha, 


tho' he uſes not Our Communion Office, yet indly writes 
to me theſe Words, viz. © I Think you ha ve omitted One A 
« gument, which plainly ſbeaus, that the C of EB —= 
« entirely rejects the Sacrifice, ana does by no means intend that 
« the Nord O3LATIONS in the P rayer for Chriſt's Church, 
« fhonld reſpect the Bread and Wine: and that is, that in the 
« Communion of the Sick, the Prieſt is to go directiy fron: 
« h GOSPEL, to YE THAT DO TRULY, Sc. $, 
« that the Prayer for Chriſt's Church #s not ſaid at all“. 
This is a Very Great Truth, and ſtrongly Corroborates all 


that I have hitherro argued to. prove, that the Church of 


En21and Has no Publick Act or Rule which gives the Title 
of OBLATIONS to the Unconſecrated Bread and Wine, 
as in p 153 and 154, and that therefore ſhe does not pray 
God to Accept them as Such; and alſo, that ſhe totally 
rejects the Sacrifice of Chrift's Sacramental Body and Blood, 
For, as the Church of England, in the 6th of her Poſt- 
Communion Rebricks, prohibits any of her Publickly Conſe- 
crated Elements to © be carried out of the Church”; and there- 
fore IEM muſt not be given to the Sick; So, She appoints 
Every thins to be done in the Office of the Communion of 
the Sick, which She eſteems to be Her DUTY in Relation 
to the Elements of Bread and Wine in her Communion Ser- 
vice: If therefore She eſteem d it her DU'TY, to pray God 
to Accept OBLATIONS of Bread and Wine, before her Co: 
ſecration of them; and, after her Conſecrating, to Otter 
them to him a SACRIFICE of Chriſt's Sacramental Body 
and Blood ; She would, beyond all doubt, have appointed 
beth of theſe to be done in her Communion of the Sick, Since 
with relation to the Elements to be minifter'd to him, theſe 
Suppoſed Duties had not been fulfill'd before. But, tis ma- 
nifeſt, in her Otfce for the Communion ef the Sick, that She 
neither prays God t. Accept OBLATIONS of Bread and 
Mine, before her Conſecration, nor do's ſhe after Conſecru- 
tion offer them to him, A SACRIFICE of Chritt's Sacr«- 
mental Body and Blood ; And therefore, it unavoidably tol- 
lows, that ſhe Holds not Such Oblations, nor Such Sacrifice to 
be her Duty ſo to offer in her Communion Service. 


I muft now paſs on to Another Part of your f 0 
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III. Of Prayers for the Faithful De- 
parted. 


6 XCI. 1 PON this Article Vour firſt Setting out 

is with a Fallacy; for, you pretend to 
Give us ALL the Particulars of Our Saviour's Actions 
at the Inſtitution of the Sacrament, and affirm em to be 


ALL, when, as'tis evident at firſt Sight, you drop and omit 


his Offering His Sacramental Body and Blood, which was 
One of the moſt Principal of his Actions at That Holy 
Inſtitution ; and then from this but Partial Enumeration 
of our Lord's Actions, you Fallaciouſſy Conclude “ it cannot 
be made appear Our Bleſſed Saviour made any Such Prayer 
« at the Inſtitution *. 

Now, That One of Our Lord's Principal Actions, omit- 
ted by you, was his offering his Sacramental Body and 
Blood, has been fully prov'd by the Learned Mr. Jobnſon in 
lis Unbloody Sacrifice Part Iſt. Page 82 — 91. and Part IId. 
Page 6. Not only from the Primitive Fathers, but alſo 
from the very Words of Chriſt himſelf to his Apoſtles, 
recorded by St. Matthew, St. Mark, St. Luke, and St. Paul 
in their Hiſtories of the Inſtitution. The Same Excel- 
ent Author has in the ſaid Unanſwerable Book, Part IId 
Lag. 71, $1. to go, & ſufficiently prov'd, That our Sa- 
viour did Offer this Sacrifice by Prayer too; And his Ar- 
guments for theſe two Important Truths can never be over- 
thrown by you, or your whole Party; to his Arguments 
therefore the Reader is referr'd for his full Satisfaction 
in theſe Points; to which he may add the Arguments ſta- 
ied in pag. 202. of theſe Papers, to prove that Our Lord 
olter'd his Sacramental Body and Blood by Prayer. 

It remains now to prove, againſt you, That this His 
Oftcring was made by him for the Faithful departed as well 
is for the Living : His Own infallible Words prove this; 
tor He faid of the Bread which he had Bleſſed This is 
” my Body uhich is GIVEN for you” [ St. Luke xxii 19. ] 
And of the Bleſſed Cup. This is my Blood of the New Je- 

fament which is Shed for MANY for the Kemiſfion 0 

| Sins 
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« Sins” St. Matthew xxvi. 28 This, of his « B 
—— © Shed for many proves that his © Body Given ” was 
alſo Given for the Very Same MANY; becauſe, the Ex. 
tenſive Benefit of his Giving That his Body a Sacrifice to 
his Father, cannot fall ſhort of the Univerſal Benefit of 
his Sheding or pouring forth his Elood a Sacrifice, he ha- 
ving done both, undoubtedly for the Advantage of the 
Same Perſons, So that, ſince Our Lord's Sacrifice of his 


Body and Blood in the Euchariſt, was for MANY for 


« the Remiſſion of Sins”, Tis manifeſt that it was offer'd 
for That many who were to Obtain the Benefit of 'This 
Remiſhon ; But Some of That Many were the Saints de- 
parted, who, by reafon of their being in a State of Death, 
namely a State of Separation from their Bodies, [which 
is the Conſequence and Penaliy of Sin,] had not yet re- 
ceived their Compleat Abſolut ion and Remiſſion, and There- 
fore the Sacrifice of Our Lord's Sacramental Body and 
Blood was by him offer'd for TIIESE among the any 
« for remiſſion of Sins; Conſequently, His Offering being 
made by Prayer, he offer'd and pray'd for the Faithful de- 
parted, as well as for the Living: He Commanded his 
Apoſtles to DO © This”; The Univerſal Church has 
Conftantly Done this; and therefore Chriſt and his Holy 
Catholick Church have eſtabliſh'd the Duty of Praying 
and Offering for the Faithful departed. 


8 4 \ N 7 H AT you ſay of Tertullian pag. 33, 34 

g 35, Ec. has been long ſince provided 

ainſt, By Biſhop Collier and others in the Courſe of the 
Controverly ; and therefore wants no Anſwer here. 


C XCIIL. UT, Your Suppoſition, That if the Cuſ— 

x tom of Offering for the Dead * had 1, 
« Riſe from Some One Apoſtle, then awhile One Church practis d 
« it by the Direction of ONE Apoſtle, another Church did net, 
«K as being not taught it by another: from whence you 
would infer, that the practice « Cerld not be of Divine Au- 
« thority * pag. 35. Is all of it fram firſt to laſt no Other 
than your Own Invention; For, if One Apoſtle "Taught 
the Practice, the Other Apoſtles taught it in Concurreuce 
with him, it being irrational to Suppoſe that auy One A- 

ſtle would teach this important Practice, when the others 
refusd to teach it: The Egregious Abſurdity of your 
Suppoſition will manifeſt it ſelf, if we pur the Caſe [as yon 
would have it to be] that the Practice is not neceſſary ; 
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e it is not Necoſſary, it is then a Practice of Praying to 
(Cod for a Needliſs and Impertinent Thing ; and ſo, you Sup- 
noſe, if ſome One Apoſtle had taught an Impertinent Pray- 
to be offer'd to Almighty God, which is Highly abſurd 
to be Imagin'd of any one of the Holy Apoſtles. There- 
fare, if you Can with reaſon Suppoſe Any One Apoſtle to 
bare Taught this Practice, you are bound for the ſame 
reuſum to Suppoſe the Practice A mecr gy Nao , and Con- 
ſquently, that the reſt of the Apoſtles * Taught it alſo in 
Concurrence with him; which Overthrows your whole 
Suppoſition of One Apoftle's Having taught it, and the O- 
thers not at all: And therefore, your Suppoſing and En- 
Gcavour to argue upon it, are extreamly remote from any 
argument againſt the Practice's being founded on Divine 
Autkority ; for, you firſt lay down falſe Premiſes, and trom 


thence wonld have us take 2 Word for it, that you have 
drawn a Sure and Certain 


'onclufion A Little more pi- 
ous Regard for the Honour of our firſt Preachers of Righ- 


teouſneſs and their Primitive Succeſſors, would preſerve 
cu from ſuch an odd way of attempting to Argue againſt 
us Important Uſage of the Catholick Church, and tis to 
de hoped, might Convince you, that The Primitive Ini- 
eer{ality of the Practice, proves the Churches received it 


from the Apoſtles, and that the Apoſtles teaching it to the 
Churches, argues it's Divine Original. 


XCIV. 2 this Article, your 437th Page, Gives 

1 us a fine Character ot the firſt Reform'd 
Common Prayer Book; you put us in mind that the Re- 
pealing Act of Parliament, terms it“ Godly Order, agree - 
" able to the N ord of God and the Primitive Church [upon 
which I have remark'd pag. 225, &c.] And then, [Oh how 
conſiſtently with this Commendation !] You preſent us with 
your Own Obſervation upon the Excellent Quality of this 
book, and tell us“ 4s the Generality at that time underſtood 
* it, it ſeem'd to "TRIM between TRUTH AND FALSE- 
* HOOD”. And thus according to Dr. B--—- and you, 
the poor Reformed Church of Þ. and has never had an 
Upright, Plain, Honeſt Com mon Prayer Rook! The Doctor 
Charges her with 'TRIMMING, after her Rejection. of 
the firſt Book, and you pretend, that the Generality thought, 
even this firſt Book © ſeem'd to TRIM beteneen Truth and 
* Falfehood”. To Trim between Truth and Falſehood in Re- 
ligious Matters of Importance, our Engi Language allows 
not to mean any better, than givi N e Gommenmnce 


and 


8 
to the Falſehood it ſelf, and thus, the Church of — 
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from firſt to laſt, is well ſupported by Such Defe1 
charge her, One of em with this Wickedneſs it we pos 
the Other with Seeming to be thus Wicked in the under. 
ſtanding of the Generality. 

But, pray Sir, where did you get your Knowledge of this 
Generality whom you repreſent to have thought thus /ilely of 
the firſt Reformed Common Prayer Book? For the reſolv- 
ing of this Queſtion you are deſtitute of all publick Pro- 
viſion ; and therefore, we take it to be Only your own un- 
grounded poſitive Aſſertion, which is beyond your Ability 
to prove. 

And Beſides all this, your Suggeſtion of the firſt Re- 
form'd Common Prayer Book's ſeemiug to TRIM, in this 
Point, is a Groundleſs Defamation of That Book, it having 
no Prayers that look like praying Souls out of Purgatory, 
and the then Church of England having in her Articles 
of Religion [Article f XXII, at that time, ] during the 
Uſe of that Book, openly and expreſsly Condemn'd the Po- 
piſb Doctrine of Purgatory, and thereby taken away all reaſon 
of Suſpecting, that her then Common Prayer Book © Seen d 
« to Trim between Truth and Falſehood ”", in her Prayers 
for the Dead contain'd in that Book. 


& XCV. d next in Pages 37 to 41, remind us of 

[what you know we never deny'd] the Hap- 
pineſs of Righteous Souls in their Separate State; and 
then, from the Several Quotations there produc'd, you draw 
ſuch falſe Inferences as theſe, which have no Ground to 
ſupport em in any of thoſe Quotations: You Conclude, 
That their“ Happineſs in the [ntermediate State 


« can admit of no Alteration, or IMPROVEMENT till 


« the Reſurrection p. 40. That © ſt is IMPOSSI- 
« BLE any thing we can do for the Dead, can before the Re- 
« furrection make any Alteration in the Reward, the Soul 
« NOT BEING ABLE by any good Actions after Death to 


«K qvork out a greater Recompence, or to receive a new ADDI- 


| « TIONAL HAPPINESS” ; [þag. 41.] Thus you Suppoſe, 


and Thus you aſſert, That Separate Righteous Souls are 


0 not able to receive a new Additional Happineſs in their 


Intermediate State ; 'The Conſequence of which, is, as if 
you had affirm d, that Such Souls are in a State of {nativity ; 


that they have no Capacity to exert their Superior __— ; 
| 0 
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fo Ability to employ themſelves in Contemplating and me- 
ditating upon God, and other Spiritual Objects; no power 
to See the Glory of his Works, nor to Exerciſe themſelves 
in Acts of Faith, Hope, and Love, in and towards him, and 
Charity to their Brethren ; No Poſſibility of Praying to 
God, nor of Praiſing him, nor of Paying to him any Acts 
of Suitable Adoration, which are all Spiritual Acts of Im- 
provement ; and Laſtly, No Ability to encreaſe in Divine 
Knowledge, Wiſdom, Purity, and Holinef as if their in- 
termediate State of Happineſs, conſiſted in nothing elſe but 
the Negative of reſting from their Worldly Labonrs, and 
Leadirig a Life of no Beneficial Employment, a Life uno- 
perative without Action, and which is wholly taken up 
with Doing nothing at all | As if our Fathers the Holy An- 
te-Diluvian Patriarchs; as if after them, Noah, Abraham, 
Iſaac, and Jacob, Moſes, and the reſt of the Saints of the 
Old Teſtament Diſpenſations, whoſe Souls have Lived in 
a State of Separation from their Bodies ſome thouſands of 
Years, and the Souls of the Firſt Martyrs of our Chriſtian 
Diſpenſation, little Leſs than Two Thouſand Years, had all 
this while been Utterly Inactive, liv'd as it were in Sleepy 
Idleneſs, and made no Progreſs in the Benefits of a Spiritual 
Life. If any One Can believe theſe very great Abſurdities, 
he may readily come in, to your Premites from whence 
they and acquieſce in your new fancy of the Soul's 
* NOT BEING ABLE by Any good Actions after Death” 
— © to receive a new ADDITIONAL HAPPINESS “. 
But, Sir, There are others, who ſcrioufly Confider the Na- 
ture of Separate Immortal Souls, and the Revelations God 
has been pleas'd to make concerning them in the Holy 
Scriptures, who have abundant Reaton to Oppoſe you in 


this your AT SET Imagination. | 
rd | 


For, Our himſelf, has fully eſtabliſh'd the Doctrine 
of the Soul's Immortality; aud that She is an Active Being 
when Separate from the Body. [See St. Mat. x. 28. St. 
Luke xvi. 22 to 31.) That therefore a Righteous Soul in 
that State, has the Uſe and Exerciſe of its Noble Faculties, 
is therefore engaged in ſome ſpiritual Holy Employment, 
and do's not Live a Life of Sleep and Idleneſs, which are 
Inconſiſtent with a State of Activity: [See this verified in 
the Separate Soul of Abraham [St. Luke xvi. 25. to 314 
And the departed Souls of the Martyrs under the Altar 
Rev. vi. 9. 10.] exerciſing and employing their noble Fa- 
culties in great Variety of Holy ARtous. 

Some Part of their — * ployment, doubtleſs bow 
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fiſts in Exalted Acts of Adoration of the Supream Being 
Such as Prayers, Praiſes and Thankſgivings; for 'tis not 
reaſonable, to Suppoſe them to have loft their Devotion in 
their Separate State; and of this alſo we may be fully ſa- 
tisfied, in the Scripture Account of the Prayer of the Souls 
of the ſaid Martyrs, who © Cried with a loud Voice, ſaying, 
« How Long, O Lord, Holy and True, &c. [Rev. vi. 10. 
which not Only Expreſſes their Ardent Deſire that God 
would Grant Their Petition; but alſo demonſtrates their 
Active Contemplation upon, and their devour pious Acknoww- 
I-dements and Confeſhons of the Divine Holineſs, Veracity, 
Fuſtice and Power. 

Theſe, and Such like Holy Exerciſes, we find by Expe- 
rience here on Earth, have a Glorious Effect upon the 
Soul of Man while in the Body ; They enlarge its Capaci- 
ties for the Reception, and encreaſe irs Knowledge, of Di- 
vine Truths; They more and more ennoble its Superiour 
Faculties, enable it to make further Progreſs in its Attain- 
ments of Purity and Holineſs, augment its Divine Virtues, 
and continually renew it into Higher and Higher Degrees 
of Conformity and Similitude to the Image of God: How 
much more then muſt ſuch Holy Exerciſes advance Such 
the Progreſs of Pious Souls, when Separate from, and there- 
fore not obſtructed by, the Impediments of corrupt Fleſh 
and Blood; This Truth is almoſt Self evident, But the 
Inſtance of the Separate Souls of the Martyts under the 
Altar ſets it above all Doubt and Scruple ; Their Pious 
| Addreſs to God in the Holy Exerciſes of Prayer, and Con- 
templation upon, and Confeſſion of the Divine Attributes, 
obtain'd for them a further Increaſe of Knowledge in the Will 
and Pleaſure of God; which was © that they ſhould veſt yet 
« for @ little Seaſon, until their fellow Servants and their Bre- 
« thren that ſhould be killed as they were, ſhould be fulfilled ”. 
Rev. vi. 11.] This their Further Knowledge of God's Will, 
muſt be an Increaſe of their Happineſs, becauſe it undoubt- 
edly increas'd their Virtue ; the Virtue of Reſignation to 
and Acquieſcence in, this new ReveaP'd Divine Pleaſure ; for, 
Religious Knowledge in a Righteous Soul, is not an idle 
Speculative Thing, but works and brings forth the Grace 
and Virtue, for the Sake of which the Knowledge 1s com- 
municated; And therefore, ſince God Communicated to 
theſe Separate Souls, a further Knowledge of his Will, u 
on their Application to him; and fince this their Addi- 
tional Knowledge increas d their Holy Virtues, it neceſſary 


follows, that their Happineſs was thereby increaſed allo : 
| Becauſe, 
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Becauſe, Divine Virtue ts of the Very Eſſence of a Ratio- 
nal Soul's Happineſs it ſelf; for, there can be No Real 
Happineſs in ſuch a Soul, without This kind of Virtue ; 
and Conſequently, all Souls who increaſe in Divine Virtue 
muſt at the ſame Time acquire an Additional Degree of 
Happineſs: And theretore, as ſure as God Communicates 
himſelf in any Degree to Separate Righteous Souls, in or 
upon their Holy Exerciſes and Services paid to him, and 
thereby increaſes in them Religious Knowledge, Holineſs 
and Divine Virtues, ſo certainly do's he thereby add to 
their preſent Enjoyments and Spiritual Happineſs- 

To Deny all this, is as abſyrd as to affirm, That Sepa- 
rate Righteous Souls, either are not at all employ'd in 
Holy Religious Exerciſes, which is juſt as good Senſe as to 
Lay them aſleep in a State of Idleneſs; or, that if they 
are ſo employ'd, Thoſe Holy Exerciſes have in the Sepa- 
rate State Joſt their Divine fruirful Quality of improving 
Souls by the Divine Concurrence and Communications ; 
which amounts to the Folly of derermining, that God has 
withdrawn his Grace of Concurring with thoſe Holy Ex- 
erciſes, and that he refuſes at preſent any further Commu- 
nications of himſelf to the Pious ene of them; 
which is as abſurd as to affirm, That Their State of Se- 
paration is much worſe than their Condition was before 
their Departure hence; This 1s a Direct Contradiction to 
the Holy Scripture which infallibly aſſures us, that it is 
« FAR BETTER” (Philip. i. 21. 23.] And therefore, 
God's Communications of his Grace and Favour to ſuch 
Separate Souls are beyond all Diſpute Greater and more fre- 
quent in their Holy Exerciſes ; by which they more and 
more improve in Purity and Holineſs, and That Improvye- 
ment it felf makes them more and more Happy and Bleſſ- 
ed, than before; For, 

The Work of God upon the Souls of Men, in order to 
the Completion of their Holineſs, is not entirely finiſh'd 
in this Life, ſo as, ever after to leave them to themſelves, 
without his Co- operating with them, for the Glorious Pur- 

oſe of their PERFECT SANCTIFICATION : No, 
he Divine Oracles of the Holy Scriptures teach us bet- 
ter Things, concerning God's Bounty and Liberality in this 
reſpect, to the Souls of Men: Thus St. Paul Celebrates 
the Divine Beveficence, which, he doubted not, God would 
Continually exert, on the Souls of his Converted Pþilip- 
pians : Says he, in his Epiſtle to them, Chap. i Verſ. 6. 
Being Confident of this Very Thing, that he cubieb bath 
1 B bz © BEGUN 
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* BEGUN A good Work in you, will perform ii [mira ne}? 
[will finiſh, will Conſummate, will Compleat it!“ UNTIL 
« THE DAY of Jeſus Chrift ”. In which Words the In- 
ſpired Apoſtle plainly points at God's Work of their Sancłi- 
cation Begun Here, in this Life, and deſcribes the whole 
Space of 'Time in which This Begun Work of God is to be 
Perform'd, Finiſhed or Compleated, Yiz. © Until Id 05] 
« the day of Feſus Chrift” ; which Day, in the Scripture 
__ is the Da of Judgment: and therefore, The whole 
erm of this Ti „and of the Next, which is That of 
their Separate State, until the Day of Judgment, is the 
Space of Time in which God is here ſaid to Perform or 
. This Good Work in the Philippians ; and if in 
them, then in all other Faithful Chriſtians, during this 
Whole Period, and therefore in all the Faithful Departed 
until The Day of Judgment. 
This Good Work of God in Faithful Departed Souls, 
oing on, towards the finiſhing or Conſummation thereof, 
is therefore Progreſſive in its Bleſſed Effects upon them, 
from One degree to a higher, and ſo on till the Conſum- 
mation, 'The Grace of God being never received in Vain, 
but is always fruitful in Such Obedient Souls, who never 
reſiſt his Will; Theſe are, without diſpute, That Part of 
the Body or Church of Chriſt who Hold and adhere to 
him © The Head from which, ALL THE BODY ” Cas 
the Holy Ghoſt by St. Paul aſſures us Coloſſ. ii. 19.] © by 
c foints and bands having NOURISHMENT' miniftred, and 
« Knit together INCREASETH with the Increaſe of God” : 
And Confequently, Since © A the Body ” by this Divine 
« Nouriſbmem ” do's ſo Increaſe, the Faithful departed alfo 
do thus Increaſe © avith the Increaſe of God, becauſe they 
are a Principal Part of That Body. And what elſe is this 
« Jncreaſe of God” but the fruitful Effects of his Divine 
Grace continually beſtow'd upon them, each according to 
his Several Capacity? 
Thus alſo we are Taught in Another Place, [Eypb. iv. 
15. 16.] That the Head of the Church is © Chrift : From 
hem the WHOLE BODY fily joyned together, and Com- 


« patted by that which every joynt Supplieth, according to The 
« EFFECTUAL WORKIN in the MEASURE OF E- 


« VERY PART, maketh INCREASE of the Body unto 
« the EDIFYING of it Self in Love”. Here, as in the 
other Text, is the Cloſe Connection of the Members of the 
Mole Body or Church of Chriſt united to him their Head, 
and to One another, fitly joyned — knit together . he 


rern 
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Faithful departed moſt certainly are to the Living here on 
Earth; for, they and we, are Conjunctly term'd © The 
« WHOLE FAMILY in Heaven and Earth ” [Epb. iii. 15.] 
Here is alſo The Effetwal Working [The Same as the 
Nouriſbment in that other Text] which Nouriſhment, which 
Effectual Working 1s © in the Meaſure ”, viz. in the Capa- 
city © of Every Part” and therefore of the Faithful de- 
arted, A Principal Part, of That hole Body; The Ef- 
ER of this Working or Nouriſhment is, That it maketh 
« jncreaſe of the Body” therefore it makes Increaſe of Eve- 
ry Member of the Body, which has no Impediment that 
hinders its Growth, and Conſequently, it makes Increaſe 
of Every Faithful Soul departed, who Certainly has no 
ſuch Impediment; and This Increaſe is “ unto the Edify- 
ing [that is, unto the Carrying on and Compleati 
the Building up © of it Self in Love”; for, Edifying, or which 
is the ſame, Building up, is a Progreſſive Thing, not finiſſ d 
all at Once, but carry'd on from One Degree to Another, 
till the Whole 1s finiſhed and Compleated. 

Since therefore a Faithful departed Soul, a Lively Mem- 
ber of Chriſt's Whole Body the Church, is Vitally United 
to him the Head, and from him receives Divine Nouriſh- 
ment ; Since by this Nouriſhment it Increaſes with the In- 
creaſe of God; Since There is An Effectua! Working in 
its Meaſure or Capacity, and this Working maketh Increaſe 
of ſuch a Soul unto the Carrying On and Compleating, the 
Building up, of it ſelf in Love, Love to God and to Every 
Member of Chriſt's Church; Since all this, is by the Ho- 
Ang taught to be the Privilege of the Whole Body of 

riſt; and therefore of every Lively Member of the 

Same united to him, and Conſequently, of Every faithful 
departed Soul who is ſo United to him, and therefore not 
Cur off from the Divine Supplies Communicated from him 
to his Whole Body the N It neceſſarily follows, 
that ſuch a Faithful Departed Soul, is in a Progreſſive State 
of Grace and Holineſs, That it is encreaſing, according 
to its Capacity, in Divine Knowledge, Love to God, an 
its Brethren, and in all other Heavenly Virtues; that 
therein its Happineſs do's encreaſe from One Degree to 
another, and That ſas we are Members of the Same Body, 
and * the Members ſbauld have the Same Care One for another ” 
1 Coy. xii. 25.] we Conſequently ſhould have ſo much Care 
for our Faithful Departed Brethren, as to pray for Such 
Their Increaſe ; Since tis unreaſonable to Suppoſe, that 
they are not CAREFUL for it themſeives, or that they 


6 Indeyoutly CARELESS as not to pray to him, on 
. + > a 9 3 . ; ; WI | 
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whoſe Beneficent Mill alone they muſt depend, for the Gra. 
cious Communications of himſelf, which are the Cauſe 
and 8 of this Ineſtimable Benefit. 

"Tis Uſeleſs to Object againſt all this, St. John l ix. 4. 
That“ The Night [viz. the Night of Death ] “ cometh 
* when NO MAN CAN WORK For, Theſe Words of 
our Lord connected with thoſe which immediately precede 
them, do determine the Word MAN here ſpoken of, to 
be 'The Whole Man, Soul and Body ; and the Word 
WORK refers to That Work, which God requires the 
hole Man Soul and Body to do in his Life: for, ſays 
Our Saviour © I muſt Work the Works of him that SENT 
« ME, aubile it is Day: The Night cometh when no Man Can 
«4 Work; © The Works of him that Sent me, are manifeſtly 
the Works which God the Father had appointed his. Son 
* Chriſt to perform in the Body here on Earth, and 

or which Purpoſe he had SEN him into the World: 
J pile it is day ”; that is, while in this Life; © for the 
« Night the Night of Death © Cometh when no Man Can 
© work”; This is the Reaſon our Lord gives, why he muſt 
in the Body, in this Life, Work Thoſe Works ; becauſe the 
Night of Death, was coming On, when His Soul being 
Separated from the Body, he could therefore have no Pow- 
er, in his whole Manhood Sout and Body, to do thoſe Works, 
which his Father had SENT HIM to do in the Body. 
Our Saviour do's not here ſpeak of his or any other Holy 
Separate Soul, as if they Could not Work in their State 
of Separation, when their Bodies alone [not their Souls] 
were plung'd in the Dark Night of Death ; for, Our Lord's 
Blelſed Soul, while Thus Separate, Could and did Work, 
aud a Glorious Work it was, He placed the Separate Soul 
of the Penitent Malefactor in Paradiſe, when he went thi- 
ther himſelf; neither of which Conld his Soul have done, 
if, while Separate, it had been in a State of [na#ivity, and 
deſtitute of all Power and Capacity to York ; nor Could 
the Separate Soul of Abraham Have done as he did, the 
Works of Camforting the Separate Soul of Lazarus, and 
of Reprouing, Arguing againſt, and refuting the Separate Soul 
of the Rich Man; neither Could the Separate Soul of Mo- 
ſes have work'd fo, as to have appear'd in Glory, as he did, 
to Our Saviour, and ſpake to him © of his Deceaſe which 
« he ſhould accompliſh at Jerafalem * [St. Luke ix. 30. 31. 
and laſtly, neither could the Separate Souls of the Martyrs, 
have done the Works which we ſee they did, of Prayer 
to God, of Meditation, Contemylation upon, and Confeſſion 


of the Divine Attributes: None of theſe Works 1 
f | have 
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have been done by them, if the Objected Text ſignified, 
that Departed Holy Souls are utterly deprived of all Pow- 
er and Ability to Act or Work: This Text therefore 
relates to none but en in the Body. It teaches us the Ne- 
ceſſity of our Working, while «ve live, Thoſe Works which 
God has given and requir'd us to do, In the Body; becauſe, 
when we are Separate from the Body, Our Body will be 
utterly incapable, and therefore we ſhall Have no Power, 
to do in the Body, Thoſe Works which God enj yn'd us 
to do therein : and Conſequently, the Text is no Objection 
againſt the Peculiar Works of Righteous Separate Souls, 
whereby that Degree of Holineſs, which they had acquir'd 
by God's Grace in this World before their Separation, is 
2 encreaſed, and thereby their Happineſs, by his 
Grace and Favour, during their Separate State. | 


6 XCVI. OU ſay p. 41. Indeed it is very PROBA- 

| « BLE that the True Deſign of the Primitive 
Prayers was not to BETTER the Condition of the Dead in 
« the Intermediate State. But, pray Sir, why mult we take 
your Bare Word for this, you produce not ſo much 
as One Evidence to ſupport it? Your Suppoſition of 
very Probable, is nothing at all to the Purpoſe; for, Let 
the Deſign of the Primitive Prayers be what it will, you 
have not any of the Primitive "Be for the Dead, but 
have rejected, and ſtill refuſe to reſtore them ; and there- 
fore, you have no Publick Acts to prove, that you pray 
for the Dead in © the True Deſign of the Primitive Prayers 
Let the Deſign of Thoſe Prayers be what it will, 


6 XCVIL Y OU next Lay aſide gueſeng at the Deſign 
of the Primitive Prayers for the Dead, 
and take upon you to affirm, without giving us any Proof 
for it, That Thoſe Prayers © had relation ONLY to the 
* Solemn Acquital and Completion of Happineſs at the Day of 
« Fudoment ” pag. 41. Which Limitation of yours, by 
the Word ONLY, I muſt take Leave to tell you, is a No- 
torious Falfity : For, the Ancient Liturgics of the Church 
are a flagrant Evidence againſt your 'Thus miſrepreſenting 
her Prayers and Offerings for the Faithful departed : And 
becauſe you are ſo unaccountably poſitive in this Untruth, 
Dr. Bvrett's Collection of Liturgies ſhall witneſs againſt 
you. Thus; 
St. James's Liturgy, prays for faithful Departed Souls. 
Maße them to R 1 in the Region of the Living in thy 
Hurgdom, in the Delights of PARADISE, in the BOSOM 
| | 7 
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© of Abraham, Iſaac, and Jacob, our Holy Father: . 


of that Collection.] [pag. 20 
1 Liturgy, after reading the Dypticks of the 


« Give REST to the Souls of all theſe, O Lord our God, in 
„ the TABERNACLES of thy Saints. p. 33. 
St. John C 2 Liturgy, prays | 
« For the REST and Forgiveneſs of the Soul of thy Servant, 
« N— Give it REST O God, in a PLEASANT PLACE, 
« where there is no Sorrow or Mourning, but where it may rejoyce 
4 in the Light of thy Countenance”. p. 47. 0 
St. Baſis Liturgy 
« For the REST and Forgiveneſs of the Soul of thy Servant 
N Give it REST O God in a PLEASANT PLACE, 


« wheye there is no Sorrow or Mourning ”. 


« Give it REST wheye it may rejoyce in the Light of thy 
« Countenance ”. p. 6 


4. 
St. Baſil's Alexandrian Litur 


« Grant R to their Souls in the BOSOM of Our Holy 
« Fathers, Abraham, Iſaac and Jacob“. p. 76. 
Severus's Liturg 
« Give REST O Lord to the” “ Spirits of all who from 

« Fleſb and Blood have made their Way to thee the Lord of all 
« Fleſb, In the BOSOM of Abraham, Iſaac and Jacob” 
— pere they may enjoy the FIRST FRUITS of 
« thoſe Unſpeakable Good Things which thou haſt promiſed ; 
« make them worthy of a FULL ENJOYMENT of them, not 
« imputing to them their Sins, nov entring into judgment with 


« thy Servants ; for in thy Sight no fleſh can be juPified” p. 110. 
| Gothi-k Liturgy | 

* Grant REFRESHMENT in the Region of the Living, 
t to thoſe that are dear to us, and are aſleep in Chriſt ". p. 113- 

St. Cyril's Fifth Myſtagogical Catechiſm 

« e pray for the Deceaſed Fathers and Biſbeps: Laſtly, 
e for all thoſe that Once lived with us, and are now departed , 
1 believing it to be a GREAT BENEFIT wnto their Souls 
« for whom Prayer is made, whilſt the Holy and Tremendous 
« Sacrifice lies before uu 

« We offering P rayers for the Dead although they were Sin- 
« ners Offer Chrift <vho was flaun for aur Sins, 
« that we may render bim, who is the Lover en, gracious 
« and * 1 28 both to THEM and Our Selves”. p. 155. 

In theſe Liturgies [and many more in Renaudoius which 
Dr. Brett has not Collected, And in the Apoſtolick Conſti- 
tutions, which are the moſt Ancient, and where we 


this Prayer © Let us pray for Our Brethren at reft in ge 


7 
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« that God the Lover of Men, æubo has received the Soul of tie 
% Departed, may forgive him Every Voluntary and Involuntary 
Fin, and being Propitious and merciful to him, may place him 
in the Region of the Pious, of Thoſe who Reſt in the Boſom 
« of Abraham, Iſaac and Jacob, c. [Conſtitur. poſt. 
Lib. VIII. Cap. XLLI] we plainly fee, the Church pray'd 
for departed Souls, that God would Grant them REST, in 
the Delights of Paradiſe ; in the Boſom of Abraham, &c. 
The Scriptures determine PARADISE and the BOSOM 
OF ABRAHAM to be the Place “ The Pleaſant Place, 
« The Tabernacles of the Saints, The“ Region of the Liv- 
« ing ”] whereunto departed Righteous Souls are Convey'd, 
after their Separation from their Bodies, [ See St. Luke 
xvi. 22. and Chap. xx111. 43.] | 

This Place of Separate Righteous Souls is not the High- 
eſt Heaven, whither they, in Conjunction with their Bo- 
dies, are to be tranſlated after their Reſurrection, [asg is evi- 
dent from St. John xiv. 2. 3. Acts ii. 34. Heb. xi. 39] 
Therefore, the“ REST ”, «© REFRESHMENT”, [oy 
« in the Light of God's“ COUNTENANCE ”, and En- 
joyment of the FIRST FRUIT'S of Unſpeakable Good 
things, pray'd to be Granted to Such Separate Souls in the 
ud n of Abraham, Iſaac and Jacob, &c. cannot with any 
tolerable Senſe mean their Conſummate Happineſs in the 
Higheſt Heaven after their Reſurrection, But unavoidably 
relate to Their Ref, Refreſhment, Firſt Fruits, &c. in their 
Separate State and Place; And Conſequently, your Bold 
Aſſertion That the Primitive Prayers“ had Relation ON- 
LX to the Solemn Acquital and Completion of Happineſs at 
« the day of Jrdgment p. 41. is a Flagrant Untruth. 

Had you but regarded "Theſe Liturgies, and St. Cyril's 
Declaration of the Primitive Church's Senſe of her "Ba 


ers for the Dead, your Modeſty might have prevented This 


Haſty, This Ungrounded Aſſertion of yours; for, "That 
Saint ſays of the Church's Practice, [ in her Liturgick 
Worſhip at the Altar! © We Pray for the Deceaſed © 
——- „ BELIEVING it to be a GREAT BENEFIT 
« unto Their Souls for whom Prayer is made: which ſhews, 
that the Church then Believ'd Separate Souls received 
Great Benefit by thoſe Prayers; And what Benefit, while in 
their State of Separation, if they are not at all improvd 
[according to you] while in that State? But, the Things 
pars for in theſe Liturgies, neceſſarily infer a State of 
mprovement, For, Reſt, Refreſhment, with Joy © In the 
* Light of God's Countenance ”, in Abrabam's Boſom, muſt 

1 5 5 Cc 3 improve 
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improve the Son's to whom they are granted, except your 
Penetration can find out an Argument to prove, either 
that the Light of God's Countenance is no improving 
thing, or elſe, that Scrls rejoycing in that Light, are ſo un- 
active, ſtupid, Lazy, and Idle, as to make no Improvement 
and Proficiency thereby! 

I am now to look into your Attempts at proving, that 
the Church of EZroland's Publick Acts, do demonſtrate 


her retaining the Practice of Prayer for the Dead. 
OU very judictcuſly ! tell us, of the Second 


S XCVII. ; | 
Reformers in K. Edward VIth's Days, 
that, cc T by — they DID REMOVE the Exlicite of- 
« fering for the Dend ” - — yet they did not throw out 
« at leaſt an Implicite Prayer for them, becauſe they retain d 
« the Lord's Prayer in the Communion O'jice, in <vhich the 
« Petition, Thy Kingdom come 'Comprehends the Dead as 
« evell as the {iving. | 
Now, Pray Sir, what nſe would you make of this ſbayp- 
febted Diſcovery ? Would you have it be an Argument 
to your Reader, that your Church now Prays — offers 
for the Dead? Let us try the Nature of ſuch a pretended 
Argument in another Caſe, and then we ſhall ſee the Va- 
jue of your Fine [nvention . There have been, in many 
Nations, Rebels u ho Caſt off all Allegiance to their Right- 
ful Sovereigns, and ſet up Uſurpers in their Stead ; but 
Theſe Rebels retain'd the Uſe of the Lord's Prayer, in 
which the Petition, Thy Will be done in Earth, includes 
Loyalty to Rightful Sovereigns, which is the Will of God; 
and therefore, theſe Rebels ſtill (by your Implication) re- 
tain'd their Loyalty! Thus This Happy Scheme lays a 
{ure Foundation, for all Parties, how Contrary ſoever to 
one another in Church and State, entirely to Unite in one 
Communion and Fellowſhip, upon this Single Condition, 
that the Uſe of the Lord's Prayer ſhall be the Bond of this 
Unity! Thus, Loyalty is the Will of God, therefore U- 
nite with Rebels who uſe this Prayer: Religious Worſhi 
God alone, is the Will of God, therefore Unite wit 
apiſts who Practice Creature Horſbip, but they uſe this 
Prayer : Epiſcopacy is the Will of God, therefore, if the 
Enemies of Epiſcopacy will uſe the Lord's Prayer, unite 
to their Communion : in ſhort, Orthodoxy in Doctrine and 
Practice is the Will of God, therefore, unite to all Here- 


ricks who retain the Lord's Prayer; for, the Uſe of this 
Prayer by theſe Several Parties of Men, makes em, by 
your Implication, The Rebels to be Loyaliſts, Papiſts -» 
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be No Creature Morſhipert, Presbyterians, and other the 
inemies of Epiſcopacy to be all {p/copalians, and Here” 
ticks to be Orthodox | A Noble Scheme of Coalition ro make 
Wrong to be Riglt, and Ii ickedneſs it ſelf to be Righteow nfs 
and True Hilineſs! And therefore, Sir, as I churit.bly 
believe you abhor theſe dire Conſequences, Let it never 
be argued by you, that a Church's retaining the Lord's 
Prayer, is a Proof that ſhe prays and offers for the Dead, 
when ſhe by Plain Facts demonttrates, that ſhe rejects ſuch 
Prayers and Offering. 

Tis a falſe Way of endeavouring to reaſon, that Fe- 
cauſe the Petitions of the Lord's Prayer, Contain in Genie- 
ral Petitions, every Particular that Ought to be pray'd tor 
therefore, all who retain the Uſe of that Prayer, do pray 
for every ſuch Particular, contain'd in the Generals of rhat 
Prayer. For, Facts do prove rhe very Contrary, that Men 
can and do offer to God, General Petitions, and yet oppote 
and pray againſt many of the Particulars contain'd in thoſe 
General Petitions. What Man alive can believe, That 
the Oliverian Rebels, pray'd tor the Reſtoration of K. Charles 
the Id. when any of them ſaid the Lord's Prayer, and 
therein the General Petition, Thy HU be done, which con- 
tain'd rhe Particular of That Reftoration, for which all Hu- 
elib Men ought ro have pray'd, it being the Hof God, that 
Men ſhould pray for Nieht to them that Suffer Wrong, and 
much more, in behalf of I'heir Inur'd Rightful Sove- 
reigns ? Tis Vain to imagine, That thoſe Kehels pray'd 
for this; and as Vain is it to Suppoſe, that all who ule the 
Lord's Prayer do pray for the Faithful Depirted ; when 
Facts do prove, that Multitudes of them are Enemies to 
any ſuch Prayers. 


& XCVIII OUR Dependence upon 'I'he Ack of 

; Unitormity in K. Edward's Days, which 
eſtabliſhd the Second Book, and yet pailes a tine Compli- 
ment upon the firſt Book, p. 42 is but a very poor Shift; 
for, That Act was No Act of the Then Church of England, 
it not being annex'd to any of her Synodical {ts of Con- 
<ccation , Belides this, the Compliment beltow'd upon the 
hr!t Book, in the Preamble to That Statute, is No Part 
of the Ena#ed Law it Self, bur only A Declaration of the 
then Parliament, that the firſt Book was © Very Godly 
Order | «© agreeable to the W ord of Ged, and the 
* Primitive Church” ; which Compliment the ſame Parlia- 
ment afterwards makes to be Infignificant in the Vth Sec- 
tion of that Act, as I have ſhewed in Pages 225. 226. 22. 
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of theſe Papers; and therefore, there is no Law in that 
Act of Parliament by which to prove, that the Second 
Book Contains Prayers for the Dead, as the firſt Book did, 
which firſt Book alſo was aboliſh'd by that Statute, upon 
the Inſtigation of thoſe Calvinits who diſlik'd and com- 
plain'd againſt it for having Thoſe Very Prayers. 

I know yeu'll tell me, that This Act of Uniformity, is 
the Publick Act of the Now Church of England, becauſe 
the Act XIV Car. II annexed to her Convocation Act of 
1662, confirms This Act of K. Edward the VIth - by 
which tis now become the Church of England's Publick Act. 
] agree that the Law Part of King Edward's Act of Par- 
liament is ſo, and yet tis of no Uſe to your Cauſe ; for, 
the Statute of K. Ch. the IId do's not at all Confirm the 
Compliment above-mention'd, it Confirms nothing but the 
LAW Enacted in the Act of Uniformity of Ed. the VIth; 
of which Enacted Law the Said Compliment is No Part; 
and it Confirms that LAW, no further nor to any other 
Purpoſe, than, “ for the Eftabliſhing and Confirming of the 
Preſent Book of Common Prayer, c.: the Words of the 
Statute of King Charles the IId. are theſe © Be it further 
« enatted®” ———— © that the Several Good LAWS and 
« Statutes of this Realm, aubich have been formerly made, and 
« are now in force, for the Uniformity of Prayer, and Admi- 
« niſtration of the Sacraments” ————— « fball ſtand 
« in full Force and Strength to all Intents and Purpoſes what 
te ſoever, for the Eſtabliſhing and Confirming of the ſaid Book, 
[That is, The Preſent Common Prayer Bool, « here- 
« in hefore- mentioned to be joyned and annexed to this Act; and 
« ſhall be applied, practiſed and put in Ire for the PUNIBSH- 
« ING F all Offences contrary to the SAID LAWS vith re- 
« lation to the Book aforeſaid, and NO OTHER”. In 
which Clauſe, *tis plain, that there is not the Leaſt Con- 
firmation of any Od Compliment paſs d upon the Firſt Book; 
King Charles the Second's Statute concerns not it ſelf at all, 
with any former Commendations whatſoever, paſs'd upon 
that REJECTED BOOK; No, it Only enforces the 
LAWS formerly made; and therefore, [not the Compli- 
ment, but only] the Law it ſelf made by the Parliament 
the 5th and 6th of King Edward the VIth; for, there is 


an Infinite Diſparity between an Enacted Law, and a meer 
Compliment, in the Preamble of that Law, Since the Law is 
made to Bind the Subject, and the Compliment paſs'd in 
making that Law was not in the Leaſt Enacted or made to 
be of any Legal Obligation whatſoever ; And Conſequently, 
the Fine Compliment on the firſt Bock, wherewith you T 
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ſo much pleas d, is no Publick*A& of the Church of E. 
gland; therefore 'tis no Argument in the Leaſt, that She 
Approves of Prayers for the Dead. 


& XCIX. Y O UR telling me of © 4 Deteſtable Opinion” 
wherewith you ſay my “ Sole Catholick Biſhop 

« hs been openly charg d, &c.“ p. 43. is ſufficiently anſwer'd, 
as to the Falſity of his being my Sole Catholick Biſhop, 
[page 114-] J have alſo in pag. 109. 119. ſhewd That 
This Charge againſt him has not been work'd up to an Ex- 
coramunication; And that the Friends of your own Party 
have by their Practice acknowledg'd him to be of their 
( ommunion, by ſeeking to, and Courting his Miniſtrations: 
Nay, and your Dr. B — would have been glad, of his 
acceding to your Clandeſtine Scheme, it he could have gain'd 
him to it, notwithſtanding the Doctor's Knowledge of that 

Charge, as I have ſhew'd in my 101ſt page. And now dir, 

Let me requeſt of you, upon this Occaſion to tell me, How 

Comes it to paſs, that the Reformed Church of England in 

Her Convocation Articles of 1552, Article XLII. Con- 

demn'd This Opinion; And yet in her Convocation Arti- 
cles of Religion, Anno 1562, [which are her 39 Articles 
now in Ure] Leaves out and omits the Article that con- 
demn'd this very ſame Opinion, wherewith you ſay That 
Biſhop has © been openly Charged: Your Orem Skill at 

Comprehending the Myſtery of a Church's retaining, what 
ſhe manifeſtly reje#s/ may Give a Sort of a Solution to 
This Problem; and after your manner of Solving Diffi- 
culties [by boldly aſſerting without proving,] your Solution 


may be ſuch, as to determine, that the Preſent Church of 


Enzland ſtill retains that Article © fully and Expreſsly ” in 
her 39 Articles of Religion, tho' no Man living can find 
it ſo Expreſs'd in Thoſe Articles. 


CC. HA T your Church Condemns no other Pray; 
| ers for the Dead, Than Thoſe of the Papifts, 


Sec. who pretend to pray Souls out of Purgatory, &c. you 
appeal to the Authority of Some Particular Doctors, whom 
you call © hey moſt famous Divine — — auhho under- 
* ſtand her Acts much better than this Writer ”. pag. 43. Let 
their Underſtanding be as much exalted, as you pleaſe, a- 
bove the Underſtanding of this Writzr [about which he 
has not the Leaſt Anxiety :] Yet theſe Famous Divines 
are not the Church of England her ſelf; and therefore, their 
Private Underſtanding do's not prove the Point, viz. Yes 

y our 
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oor Church has in Fa& the Neceſſary Prayers for the 
cad. 

Nay, according to the ſudgment of other at Leaſt, as 
Famous Divines as they, Your Church has not I'hoſe Pray- 
ers; and Since Yeſe and Your Famous Divines ditter from, 
and are Contrary to, One another, *tis manifeſt, that the 
Private Tudament of Particular Doors cannot be the Rulc, 
to Direct our Underſtanding, [as I have prov'd before in p. 
94. 189. 190- 191.] and therefore, we have nothing whereon 
to depend, but the Fery Letter of the Church of England's 
Pablic Acts themſelves, aud Comparing thoſe Acts with One 
another, by which to determine, whether She has, or has 
not, theſe Neceſſary Prayers, in her preſent Liturgy. Lis 
this Rule you mult be kept to, and without This, your o- 
ther Attempts are but Fallacious. 


5 Cl. 1 HE Scottiſb Liturgy has © an Expreſs Prayer 


for the Dead”, you ſay pag. 43. Then you 
judiciauſſy add. But Arch-Biſhop Land and © ALL the True 


« Fathers and Sons of our Church exceedingly liked” that Li- 
turgy ; © ths' che may be CONFIDENT ” [ſay you] © they 
* evould not have done So, if they bad ſuſpected it Contradifed 
« their Subſcriptions . Ibid. In Antwer to which, I tell 
you, here is too much aſſerted, wherein we Can put No 
Confidence. For, Tis Out of your Power to know ALL 
« the True Fatbiss and Sons of the Church you talk of, 
and therefore Utterly beyond your Capacity, with Truth to 
aſſert any thing of their Liking or Diſliking that Litur- 
gy ; So that here your Confidence is without Ground. And 
as for tome of your Fathers, & who did exceedingly Like 
the Scettib Liturgy, they might, for any thing you know to 
the Contrary, Like it much better than they did their own, 
{The Arch-Biſhop Certainly did ſo, as any One may ſce 
who will read the Hiſtory of his Troubles]; but whether 
they did or no, we cannot, with you, be CONFIDENT * 
they would not have liked it, © if they had Suſpetted it con- 
e tradicted their Subſcriptions”; becauſe, we have no Reaſon 
to Confide, That Fallible Men will be always Self Conſiſtent ; 
Tis no Wonder to find Men, yea“ Famous” Men © Fa- 
© theys and Sons of the Church, forgerful of, or not advert- 
ing to, their 3#%/criptions, when they ſhew their Approba- 
tion of Things that are even Contrary to thoſe Subſcrip- 
tions, {Your Doctor B--— and others with him, have 
lately given us a very ſenſible full Proof of this; ] for we 
have NO INFALLIBLES among us; and therefore, the 


Confidence 
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Confidence you invite us to bear you Company in, is to be 
rejected as not ſtanding upon a Sure Foundation: To which 
Add, that the Likings and Diſlikings of Particular Doctors, 


are not the Publick Ats of the Church of England her (elf, 
and therefore nothing to the Purpoſe. 


6 CI. 


ND as little to the Point 1s your telling us, 
that Arch-Biſhop Laud © affirms that tho 
« the Scottiſh Liturgy DIFFERS from, yet it is not Contrar 
« 20 the Engliſh Book ”. pag. 43. For, iſt, "Tis here ac- 
now ledg'd that they DIFFER, and Greatly do they DIF- 
FER indeed; for, the Scottjh ook HAS, what the Enel b 
Book HAS NOT: If the Scott ih Book prays for the Faith» 
ful Departed Thus © That” — — * Ye AND all they which 
are of the Myſtical Body of thy Som may be ſer on his 
« Right Hand“, &c. -—— Then we ſee the Dead are deter- 
minatly pray'd for, being connected with the Living by the 
Conjunction Copulative AND; which Conjunction the Laſt 
Reviewers of the Engliſh Book have induſtriouſly ſtruck out 
of all the Prayers, where the Dead were formerly pray'd for 
in Conjunction with the Living; inſomuch, that now the 
Enolihb Book has no Such Prayer at all, which [the Caſe fo 
ſtanding] makes the two Books ro DIFFER, as much as 
Having and not Having differ from One another. 2dly, 
You put a Fallacy upon Jour Reader, by Introducing the 
Arch-Biſhop, as if he ſpake of the Sortyb Liturgy, with 
relation to Prayers for the Dead, for you bring him in un- 
der that Particular Article, when in Truth the Arch-Bi- 
ſhop [in p. 111. of the Hiſtory of his Troubles to which 
you refer] do's not ſpeak ſo much as One Word relating 
to Such Prayers: nor do's he “ poſitively ” affirm that the 
Scottiſh Liturgy “ is not Contrary to the Engliſh Book. No, 
Sir, He Only ſays of it theſe Words, viz. © [ might have 
« approved both the Book it ſelf, and «ll the. Marginal (or other) 
Corrections wherein it Differs from (ſo it be not Contrary 
« to) the Engliſh Book” : {p. 110. and 111. of his Trou- 
bles] which is far from his poſitively affirming it not Contra- 
Ty, as you aflert ; and much farther is. he from Speaking of 
rayers for the Dead, when in theſe Words to which you 


refer us, there is not the Leaſt Mention of any Such Pray- 
ers. | | | 


« 


6 CI... A S to what. you ſay 5. 44. of the Lower Houſe 
of Convocation's Complaint againſt Biſhop 
Burnet's Expoſition of the 39 Articles, from whence I pro- 


duc'd 


* 
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duc'd his Teſtimony in my pag. 22. that © in this of Pray: 
ins for the Dead” the Church of England . has Depari- 
« ed from the Practice of the Antients”; *Tis nothing but 
a Fallacy : For, their Complaint was no ways Relating to 
any thing he ſays upon this Point; they did not eſteem him 
an Underminer of the Doctrine of their Church, upon at- 
count of This His Declaration of the Church of England's 
not 3 the Primitive Prayers for the Dead; This was 
no Part of their Complaint; His Teſtimony therefore as 
to this matter ſtands good ayainſt Biſhop Bull's Opinion; 
as has been already prov'd in my 21ſt and 22d Pages, to 
which the Reader is referr'd: Biſhop Burnet no doubt 
ſtands juſtly Blameable for ſome of his Attempts againſt 
the Church of England, and ſo do's Biſhop Buli too, for, 
His Principles and Practices, [you know in what Inſtances] 
were directly Contrary to the Doctrine of the ſame Church. 

You ſay I have produc'd © NONE But Biſbop Burnet's 
Teſtimony, in Competition with your Particular “ Vor- 
« thies ” p. 44. But This at beſt is your very great Miſ- 
take; for, I have at pag. 26, &c. produc'd the whole Chur:h 
of England in Convocation afſembled ; Bit you value much 
more, the Opinion of Particular Doctors, and ſince you do 
ſo, I will humour your Fancy for Once, and let you ſee 
a Cloud of Competent Witneſſes who have given their Opi- 
nion, that the Church of England has not Prayers for the 
Dead. And they are Theſe, before the Diſpute became 
Publick, viz. 

Dr. Forbes, Biſhop of Edenb. in his Conſiderat: Moleft. Patt 
2. Cap. 3. Biſhop Hickes, Biſhop Collier, Dr. Brett, Mr. C— 
and Biſhop Gaderar ; and theſe following in their Petition 25 
June 1716, Mr. Doughty, Mr. Peck, Mr. S — , Mr. D—1, 
Mr. £——y, Mr. C. Dr „ Mr: J. V. Mr. Jobn Rutter, 
Mr. S. 7— b, Mr. 67 — , Dr. Francis Lee — 
All theſe underſtood their Liturgy, Sir, Their Teſtimony 
therefore ſtands a Counter-Ballance to That of your Mor- 
thies. Here is Abundance — But what then? They are 
Particulars ſtill againſt Particulars; "Tis Impoſſible they 
ſhould both Parties be in the Right: The Publick Ad. 
of the Church of England muſt interpoſe and determine 
which of them is So, and This Rule ſhews, the Perſons 
above-named were in the Right, and that Conſequently 
your Horthies were in the Wrong in their Jud ent. 

But there is another Sort of Evidence, which much ex- 
ceeds That of your Horthies, and tis the Evidence of u 
Convocation of Biſhops with Their QGergy ſolemnly af 


ſembled Anno 1717 ; See p. 3+ 4+ 3: Which Sen of . 
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dence is utterly Out of your Power to produce in favour of 


the Opinion of your V orthies: And therefore, here, you 


[Guided by Reaſon] muſt be at a Stand; For, The Pub- 
lick Acts of the Church of England her Self, and The 
Acts of This Convocation of 1717, do both Concur in this 
One Teſtimony, that the Church of England has not the 
Primitive Prayers for the Dead ; and the Opinion of the 
Greateſt Particular Doctor in the World, is nothing Com- 
parable to all This Evidence. | 


$ CIV. V OU make a Very pretty Attempt upon the 

| Underftanding of your Readers — By tell- 
ing us p. 44. and 45. That you have found“ An Act of 
Parliament, zd and 4th Edw. 6. Cap. 10.” — © That 
« any Perſon © « may uſe” — ©% ANY PRIM- 
« ERS” ——_— “ ſer forth by the Late King” 
« Henry Sth, So that the Sentences of Invocation of Saints in 
« the Same Primers he blotted out © This Act [you ſay] 7s 
« even now in Force”. All Prayers therefore Contain'd in ſuch 
« Primers except Prayers to Saints are Surely 
« Authorized to be uſed, which ſhews ſuch Prayers are Not 
« contrary to the Doctrine of the CLIUURCH OF ENGLAND” 
Say you; and then you add that“ In a Primer of Henry 
T * II“ 8 There are Several Prayers for the Depart- 
« ed” From all which, your Unwary Reader, may be mif- 
led into a falſe Notion, That “ Prayers for the Departed 
—— © are not Contrary to the Doctrine of the Church of Eng- 


land. But to Scatter this Cloud, that they may clear- 


ly See the Truth, It is to be obſerv'd, 

iſt, That this Act of Parliament was enacted, even in 
the Time of the Legal Obligation of the Firſt Reformed 
Liturgy, which Contain'd Prayers for the Departed, and 
which Prayers were then the Practice of the Nation by 
the Statute of the 24 and 3d of Edward the VIth, where- 
by that Firſt Liturgy was eſtabliſh'd, and remain'd in full 

orce till tha yth and 6th of the Same King; So that, the 
Act of the zd and 4th of Edward VIth which allow'd of 
the Prayers for the Dead, in K. Henry VIIIth's Primer, 
was no mere than allowing the Uſe of Such Kind of Prayers, 
as were at the ſame time. in Ure and Practice, by a 
former Act of Parliament then in force: Your findin 
out this, is certainly an Ingenious Diſcovery ! That the State 
then allaw'd of, what was at the ſame time the Eftabliſh'd 


Practice of the Nation! But how muſt we be Convinc'd 
that This Proves, The 5 Church of England's Allows 
| d ance 
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ance of Prayers for the Dead? You tell us, the Act of 
Parliament 3d and 4th Ed G. which allow'd of the Uſe of 
the Primers wherein were Prayers for the Dead, © js even 
« wow in force. But ſoft and fair, Sir, © in Force” as 
Whoſe Act, and for What? Sure no further than as an .4& 
of the State, and to aboliſh and put away © Divers Books 
« and Images therein mentioned; But this Act is not now 
nor vas it ever in Force as an Act of the Reformed Church of 
England, to make us believe, that Prayers for the Dead are 
agreeable to her DoCtrine after She had rejected her firſt Re- 
formed Lit urgy, For, ; : | 

2dly, Your Ack of Parliament zd and 4th Edw. VI, Was 
not An Act of the Reformed Church of England even in 
thoſe Days; it was not annexed to any of her then Syno- 
Aical Acts of Convocation; nor has it ever ſince been annex- 
ed to any Such of her Synodical Acts; and therefore, the 
Uſe of Prayers for the Departed, allow'd by your faid Act 
of Parliament, is not the Authentick Act of the Church of 
England Her ſelf, [except all As of Parliament muſt be Hey 
Authentick Acts, which is highly Abſurd] And Conſequent- 
ly, This your Act of Parliament, which is but an AF of the 
tate, do's not prove, that Prayers for the Dead are agree- 
able to the Doctrine of the preſent Church of England, 
who never incorporated that Act of Parliament into any 

ef her Synodical Acts. And thus your Pretty Diſcovery 
is Sunk into nothing but a meer Fallacy. 
6 CV. OU are now got to Gueſling ; hard is your 
Caſe, that you muſt ſnatch at what is not ſo 
much as a Shadow, for your Support. In the Primer of 
« Hen. VIII” * There is a particular Divige or Of- 
« fice of Pſalms and Prayers for them , that is for the Dead, 
« which Dirige” ſay you © *tis LIKELY the Biſbops made 
« wſe of in the Beginning of Queen Elizabeth's Reign, to wit, 
« Arch-Biſhop Parker and others at the Obſequies perform'd for 
6 the French King. p. 45. Now, upon what Foundation 
do you build this your Gueſs of © Tit likely? Why, tru- 
ly upon no other, than, © For it SEEMS as Heylin in- 
« forms us, p. 119. of his Hiſtory of the Reformation the 
« Dirige was executed at that time in the ENGLISH 
« 'TONGUE, and this was fome Months after the Re-Efta- 
« bliſhment of the Book of COMMON PRAYER ”, Thus 
far you; Now to Detect the Error of your Judgment, if 
not ſomething worſe, in this Gueſs, *h 1 
In, 
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1ft, "Tis plain by the Act of Uniformity Primo li. 
Thar, the Re-cſtablithment of the Engliſh Reformed Com- 
mon Prayer Book, took place and was binding and obliging 
upon Q Elizabeth's Biſhops, &c. from the 24 June 1559; 
after which Day they were bound by that Act under a Se- 
vere Penalty, to Uſe no other Publick Prayers in the Church 
than Thoſe in That Common Prayer Book: The Dirige 
in K. Henry VIIIth's Primer, was no Part of That Com- 
mon Prayer Book; therefore not Lawful from and after 
the 24th June 1559 to be uſed in the; Church. The Ob- 
ſequy of the French King [Heylin's Hiſtory aforeſaid pag. 
291. aſſures us] © was performed in St. Paul's Church on the 
gh and tb of September [namely, next following That 
Same - wn Day of June] © in moſt Solemn manner hs 
« The Divine O ices perform'd by Parker Lord 
« Ele# of Canterbury ” -——-— © Barlow Lord Elect o 
« Chicheſter and” -— © Scory Lord Ele# of Hereford, 
« all ſetting in the Throne of the Biſhop of London“ 
« by whom the Dirige was Executed at that time in the En- 
« % Tongue”. Thus far Heylin [who Speaks not One 
Word of the Dirige in K. Henry VIIIths Primer] So that, 
This Deng perform'd Solemnly at Church, and at a Time 
viz. the September next after the ſaid 24th June 1559, when 
they were obliged there to uſe no Other Prayers but thoſe in 
' the Common Prayer Boot, Tis Plain the Dirige then and 
there Executed by them, was no Other than the Burial Of- 
fice in the ſaid Cotton Prayer Book, That Office bein 
the Only Service at a Funeral, which Dr, Heylin — 
with any Propriety call a © 2 ”, then Lawful to be 
5 y uſed in the Church of England; for, the Act of 

niformity [1ſt of Eliz.] had, before this, further Enact- 
ed, © That All Laws, Statutes, and Ordinances wherein or 
« whereby ANY OTHER SERVICE ” * or COM 
4 MON PRAYER is limited, eſtabliſhed or ſet forth to be u- 
« ſed within this Realm — * ball from henceforth "* 
[that is from the 24 June 1559] © be utterly VOID and of 
« one Effect: [See the Laſt Clauſe of that Act] and A 
preceding Clauſe in the Same Act impos'd a Penalty for 
the Uſe of Any Other Open Prayer, after that time, than 
what was Contain'd in the Common Prayer Book, as before 
obſery'd ; Conſequently, yur Dirige in K. Hen. VIIIth's 
Primer was from thence forward an Unlawful Service, and 
therefore not the Dirige Executed by tho Biſhops Elect; 
for if it had been executed by them, They muſt have in- 
curr'd the aforeſaid . viz. the Loſs of One whole 

| d 2 Year's 
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Year's Profit of all their Spiritual Promotions, and have ſuffer d 
6 Months Impriſonment without Bail or Mainprize ; beſides 
the Danger of the Queen's turther Diſpleaſure, for their 
Hardineſs in making themſelves ſo an Bo ſo Noterious 
Examples of Breaking through her Laws, before they were 
fully ſettled in their new Preferments, but then begun to be 
conferr'd on them by her Grace and Bounty : for, Parker 
was not Conſecrated Arch-Biſhop till the December next fol- 
lowing : [Colliers Eccleſ. Hiſt. Vol. II. p. 460.] And there- 
fore, as Sure as theſe Biſbops Elect had any Regard to their 
Own Intereſt, ſo Sure we are, That LG udoment is Erro- 
neous, if you are not ſomething worſe, in Saying ” *Tis likely 
they ©* made uſe of the Dirige in K. Hen. the VIllth's 
Primer, when there is not the Leaſt Likelihood of their hay- 
ing been ſo adventurous, as to Commit So Great a Breach 
of the Queen's Law, upon this Solemn Occaſion, and in the 
Preſence of a Vaſt Multitude, among whom doubtleſs they 
had many guckt Enemies, then aſſemhled. : 

2dly, If by your thus unaccountably Introducing the 
Dirige in K. Hen. the VIIIth's Primer, you would repre- 
ſent the Uſe thereof at Funerals to.be agreeable with The 
Doctrine of the Preſent Church of England, I muſt plainly tell 
you, that it is a Notorious Untruth ; For, as the Act of Uni- 
formity Primo Eliz. made Such the Uſe of that Dirige to 
be unlawful in her Days; So, That Act of Elizabeth is now 
become the Publick Act of the Preſent Church of Exgland, 
by being Confirm'd in the Act of Uniformity of K. Charles 
the Second, and by both thoſe Acts being annexed to the 
now Common Prayer Book, which 1s the Known Convo- 
cation Act of the Preſent Church of England: — And 
Conſequently, by her Own Authentick Publick Act now in 
Ure, The Uſe of That Dirige at Funerals, is made Un- 
Jawful in That Church, and therefore, your producing it 
in this Debate, which is only upon her Publick Acts, 1s a 
Pure Fallacy, and as Diſtant from the Point, as Error is 
from the Truth. 


$ CVI. S far remote from the Purpoſe is your 'Tell- 
ing us [pag 45. and 46.] Of Queen Eliza- 

lethis publiſhing in the 2d Year of her Reign, An Office 
for the Communion at Funerals in the Latin Tranſlaticn of 
* the Liturgy”. for the Uſe of Our two Univer- 
fities ; and of her Commanding Arch Biſhop Parker to 
See this Tranſlation and This Office duly put in Execution; 
In which Office [Sparrow's Collection pag. 205. There 
1 15 
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is this Prayer © That at the General Reſurrection in the 
« Laſt Day, ve tog ether with this Our Brother being raiſ d again 
« and receiving Our Bodies may veign with thee in Life ever- 
« [/afting © ; from whence you Conclude “ here is couch'd 
1 qo Petition for the Reſurrection of the Deceaſed Perſon 
« and his Conſummation of Bliſs”; I ſay all this, is no 
Proof that Prayers for the Dead are agreeable with the 
Doctrine and Practice of the Preſent Church of England, 
For, Let the Senſe of this Prayer be what it will, This 
Latin Communion Office is not now, nor was it then the 
Publick Authentick Act of the Reformed Church of En- 
eland, by any of her {then or Since] Synodical Acts of 
Convocation, and therefore *tis none of hers; Nay, it do's 
not ſo much as Stand upon the Foundation of A meer Act 
of Parliament, it reſts ſolely upon no other than the Diſpen- 
ing Power of 'That Queen ; She herſelf ſays of it in her 
Proclamation, That She Commanded it * NOTWITH- 
« STANDING Any Thing to the CONTRARY *” in the 
Act of Uniformity publiſhed in the firſt Year of her Reign: 
upon which, our Church Hiſtorian well obſerves, © Thus 
the Queen even in Matters of Religion makes no Diffi- 
« culty to OVER-RULE the Legiſlature, and diſpenſe with 
« an Act of Parliament. [Collier Vol. II. p. 260.]J _ ' 
So that, Suppoſing, but not granting, the Said Prayer 
to be a determinate Prayer for the Dead, appointed by 
That Queen as above, I was neither an Act of Parlia- 
ment, nor was it an Act of Convocation, and therefore 71. 
not 2 of the Senſe, either of the Church or State; 
But further, if, we conſider and compare it, with the 
Church of England's Doctrine in her Second Book of Ho- 
milies Incorporated in Her 39 Articles of Religion, by the 
Synodical Act of the Church Her ſelf, Anno 1562, and fo 
on to this Day, we ſhall 4 this Prayer, if it were a De- 
terminate Prayer for the d, isDireCtly Contrary to the 
Doctrine of the Preſent Church of England [as will be ma- 

nifeſtly ſeen in the next Section]; and further ſtill, 
This Latin Communion Service at Funerals put forth 
by Queen Elizabeth for the Uſe of the To Univerſities, is 
now prohibited, by the Preſent Church and State of England 
in the Laſt Act of Uniformity, wherein tis Expreſs K 

na 


* [© Preciimus —— STATUTO de Ritu Piabllcaiions 
* Precum, Anno primo Regni noſtri pramulgato, in CON'TRA- 
NUM NON OBSTANTE ”] 
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nacted Thi NO FORM or Order of Common Prayers, 
« Adminiſtration of the Sacraments, Kites or Ceremonies ball 
be openly uſed in any Church, Chapel, or other publick Place of 
«c or in any College or Hall in any of the UNIVERSITIES” 
&c. „ OTHER THAN what js preſcribed and 
4 apoio to be uſed in and by” the preſent Common Pray- 
er Book; [A& for Uniformity XIV Car. IT] which is full 
Demonſtration, That This Office of Communion for Fu- 
nerals, if put in Practice by either of thoſe Univerſities, 
would be a Direct Breach of the Law both of the preſent 
Eneliſb Church nd State; So 12 remote from the 
Point, is your 8 the Prayer in that Office, if it 
were indeed a Determinate Prayer for the Dead, as in 
Truth and Reality it is not. 


$ CVII, V OUR Attempts upon the Preſent Church 


. of England's rine againſt Prayers and 
Offering for the Dead, as taught by her in the Second Book 
of Homilies; do all of them Center in nothing elſe but 
this, that ¶ hen the Homily concerning Prayer comes to treat 


« of that Qneſtion, whether we ought to pray for the De- 


« parted or no? IT MEANS, herber we are to pray for 


« them out of 7 wet © or out of Hell”. : 
- * That this is the SOLE MEANING of the Qyeſtion © 
Lag. 46. ] 


That the Argument of the Homily is © plainly levell'd 

& againſt the Popiſh Doctrine and NOTHING -S- 

. 47. 
: And more in the Same poſitive Manner, at p. 48. Ec. 

When in Truth, the Homily has no Words at all, where- 
by to Demonſtrate, that it So Limits and Reſtrains The 
Queſtion and the Church's Doctrine thereupon, as you have 
repreſented ! | 
For, Sir, to detect this Fallacious Dealing with the Ho- 

mily, "Tis manifeft to Every impartial Reader; That, As 
In the Third Part of this Homily gncerning Prayer, the 
Church of Englarid teaches UNIVERSALLY for whom 


we Ought to pray, namely for © all Men Living”; So She 


do's as UNIVERSALLY teach for whom we are not at 
all bound to pray; and Conſequently, in whoſe Behalf Our 
Prayers are utterly Needleſs and 1mpertinent : In Order to 
This, She States the Point without Limitation, or Reſtriction 

to Any Particular Caſe whatſoever; her Words are theſe, 
« Now; to Entreat of That 82 ion, Whether aue ought to 
pray for THEM that are DEFARTED out of Wee 
| - 7.76118 & 
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« oy no”? This is Her Queſtion Univerſally put, without 
reſtraining it to any PARTICULAR; it mentions neither 
Hell, nor Purgatory, and therefore do's not Limit the Queſt- 
ion with Regard to Thoſe Two ALONE; as you repre- 
ſent her. 

Then She Anſwers the General Queſtion, in as Univerſal 
Terms as wherein She propos'd it, and Says, “ Wherein, 
« If qve will cleave only unto the Word of God, Then mnft «ve 
« needs grant, that we have no Commandment SO TO DO”. 
Here She makes a full Period; and This Ts her Univerſal 
Anfwer, without Limiting it, as to Any Particular State, 
or Place of Souls whatſoever. . | 

She next, gives her Reaſons at large for this Anſwer, 
and therein prevents all Miftakes that may be made con- 
cerning her Doctrine, as if She meant to Reftrain it with 
Regard to Some Particular Departed Souls Only, without ex- 
tending it, as to all the Other Souls departed likewife. For, 
in the Progreſs of her Arguing to Eftabliſh the Reaſon of 
her Univerſal Anſwer, She exprefily takes in all the Par- 
ticular Places and Stares [whether Real, or Imaginary] of 


The Departed, and determines the Impertinence of 


Praying for them in Any of Thoſe Places and States: 
Theſe are Hell, The Fabulous e. and Heaven; up- 
on which Particulars She treats diſtinctly, and teaches a- 


pink Praying for them all, namely, againſt praying for 


ULS | 
In Hell, becauſe, they are there © WITHOUT Redemp- 
« ion ; EE | | 
In Purgatory; Becauſe, There is no Such Place, She 
Terms it © The Vain Error of Purgatory * : 
In HEAVEN, becauſe, * The Sou 'of Man gone thi- 
ther « NEEDE TH NO PRAYER. “. In Short, 
The Sum of her whole Doctrine and Determination up- 
on [what She Teaches is] THE REALITY of Things, 
as to the Univerſal Queſtion ©« . to Pr. 
A them that are departed out of this "World or no? is 
This | 
« That the Soul of Man paſſins out of the Body, goeth Str ait- 
4 "aways either to HEAVENS, or elſe to HELL, F coberecf the 
7 on NEEDETH No Prayer, The Other is without Ne- 
| _— - 
As to Souls in HELL, and others imagin'd to be in the 
Fabuldus Romiſh Purgatory, Prayer for them is not, nor 
was it ever, 4 rer bf Difute 1 us, and therefore, 
there never was any Neceſſity of irtroducing them in the 
11 | Arguments 
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Arguments relating to the Church's Doctrine of Pra 
fr the Dead; tho' I have notwithſtanding in my Ak 
Page ſhew'd, that She teaches © againſt Prayers for the Dead” 
— * falſely ſuppos'd to be in the Feigned Popiſh Purgatory ”: 
But dur whole Controverſy is This, | 

Whether Her Doctrine is not againſt Prayer for Such 
Departed Souls, as She and others 2 are in HEAVEN, 
namely, the FAITHFUL Departed, 

This 1s the Merits of the Cauſe ; Here we muſt fix our 
Foot, and not ramble in the wild Maze, of confounding 

'This Ren with others about Souls no ways concern'd 
iv the Controverſy. 5 

The Church of England, we ſee in Her Homily teaches 
Exvreſsly, and in as ſtrong and Plain Terms as can be ut- 
ter d, without any Trimming Ambiguities, without any Ob- 
ſcure and Dark Mzſteriouſneſs, That a Departed Soul (by 
her eſteem d to be] in Heaven 7 4 5 


„ NEEDETH NO PRAYER ” 


This Expreſs Act of the Church, againſt Prayer for Such 
Departed Souls as are [Not ſuppos'd to be in Hell, nor in 
the Popiſh Purgatory, but] in HEAVEN, You muſt be kept 
down to, For, it is a manifeſt and full Confutation of Eve- 

Thing your or any other Man's Private Judgment can 

uggeſt, as A Proof, that She allows of, and do's Practice 
Prayer for them. 

This your Preſent fallacious Aſſertion, of the Homily's 
being © plainly levelFd againf the Popiſh Doctrine, and NO- 
« T;jING ELSE ”, Her Doctrine refutes in That Same 
Homily, by Teaching you Over and above, that even a 
Departed Soul, in Heaven, [which is no Popiſh PURGA- 
TORY Sir,] © Needeth No Prayer 

So, When You and Your Particular Worthies, Famous 
Learned Men, would have it, That the Preſent Church of 
England in the Laſt Clauſe of the Prayer for the Church 
Militant, do's Pray For God's Servants departed this Life in 
bis Faith and Fear; She her ſelf tells you and your Learn- 
ed Men, concerning Such a Departed Soul [who, She af- 
firms, is in Heaven, ] that it“ Needeth no Prayer | 

So Likewiſe, when you and they affirm her Preſent Burial 
Prayer is a Prayer, For “ all thoſe that are * in the 
« Frue Faith of God's © Holy Name „ Her Preſent Do- 
&rine affirms, in Oppoſition to ye all, That Such a Soul 
u Needeth No Prayer 25 
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Say what ye all will, by way of pretended Argument, Let 
it be never ſo plauſible, to repreſent HER Doctrine and 
Practice in favour of Prayer Be the Faithful Dead, it will 
all of it be no more than your Own Private Jude ment, not 
her Publick Determipation ; for, by this She ſtill over- 
throws all your Pretences, So long as her Standing Doctrine 
returns againſt ye, Such a Departed Soul © Needeth No 
% Prayer; which Doctrine, She alſo further Teaches by 
Her Publick AQts of Rej ecting and Throwing out of her 
Preſent Liturgy and out of her Preſent Canonical Prayer be- 
fore Sermons, all Determinate Prayers for them, as I have 
proved pages 20. 21. 26. 27. 44 to 51. 78. 96. 126. to 
128, and from p. 233. S. | 

Yes, Sir, her Publick ACTS have thrown ont all deter- 
minate, even Proteſtant Prayers for them; all thoſe J 
Prayers, which ſhe in her Reformed State and Abhorrence of 
Purgatory, did put up for them &, which is a full Confirma- 
tion, That Her Doctrine is Univerſal, even againſt Prote- 
ftant Prayer for a Faithful Departed Soul, while She teaches 
as above, that he NEEDETH NO PRAYER ”; and 
by her Publick Acts has rejected the Proteſtant Prayers for 
them. EE, | 


6 CVIIL. HESE Publick Acts of the Church of 


England, and This her Doctrine, De- 
monſtrate the Nature of all her other Publick Acts relating 
to the Same Point; becauſe, Such her Pubick Acts, She 
will not allow to be otherwiſe than all of em Conform and 
Conſiſtent with One another. | | 12 

Thus when in her Homily of, the Sacrament, Part the Iſt, 
See the Second Book of Homilies] She gives this Warning, 
F « Left applying it for the Dead, We loſe the Fruit that be 

alive ”, I 

The F allacy you put upon it, is, that this is ( #0 be un. 
* derſtood ONLY of the Pobiſb Practice their 
* Praying Souls out of Purgatory ”, [pag. 48. 49] | 

By this you inſinuate, that the Church of England has 
Some other [not Popiſh} Way, Some Proteftant Way, of 
applying the Sacrament for the Dead, otherwiſe your Re- 
preſentation of her Sn” + here, to be ON LY 4 

| : e the 
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6 
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* See her XXIII Article of Religion Againſt Purga- | 


_ tory Anno 1552, and her Firſt Reform'd Comr on Prayer 
Book at the fame time in full Force, wherciu She Deter 
minately pray d for the Dead. 


| 
| 
| 
| 
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« the Popiſh Prafice” -—— * their Praying the Souls out 
« of Purgatory is altogether inſignificant, and ] will not 
ſuppoſe you willing, to be thought Guilty of Inſigniſtcant 
Aſſertions : 
his therefore [how Significant ſoever you may judge 
it] I call a Fallacy, and the Church of Angland's Publick 
Acts prove that tis ſo ; Becauſe, : 
iſt, To Apply the Sacrament for any abſent Perſons, is the 
Higheſt Act of Praying for them; but She ſas in the Laſt 
Section] Teaches that the Faithful Departed Need no Prayer, 
therefore, [according to the Conſiſtency and Conformity of 
her Publick Acts, with one another, upon this Point] they 
need no Applying of the Sacrament for them, which is the 
Same as teaching, that So to Pray for them, is needleſs and 
impertinent, and Conſequently Thi Warning againſt apply - 
ing the Sacrament for the Dead, is a Warning againſt ap- 
lying it for the Faithful departed, who, her rine af. 
* are in Heaven, not in Purgatory, and need no Prayer; 
therefore, Her Warning is NOT to be underſtood © ON - 
« LY of the Popiſb Practice Ec. and this is Church De- 
monſtration of your Fallacy, when you ſay, It is SO to be 
underſtood. 
2dly, Your Thus affirming, is a Fallacy; becauſe, in 
this Homily of the Sacrament, the Church no where Con- 
cerns her Self with the Doctrine of Purgatory at all; She 
do's not ſo much as Once name Purgatory in any part of 
that Homily ; and therefore your foiſting it in here, is 
yup your own Fallacious Contrivance. And 
24ly, Tis a Fallacy, becauſe the Church of Egland has 
no Publick Act whatſoever, either in Doctrine or Worſhip, 
whereby to teach, that She has a Proteſtant Way of applying 
the Sacrament for the Dead; You cannot produce any ſuc 
Act of hers, and therefore her Warning againſt Applying 
it“ for the Dead” is Indefinite and Unlimited, and not re- 
ſtrain d ONLY to the Popiſh Practice, as you, without 
ny — uthority of the Church of England's Publick Acts, 
o affirm. 


§ CIX. | PON the Church of England's throwing 
out of her Preſent Burial Office, All Prayer, 

for A Particular departed Brother [as I have ſhew'd p. 46. to 
51.) You acknowledge that you © dont pretend to give a 
„ CERTAIN Reaſon of the Alteration” ( pag. 52.] Yet 
notwithftanding you will be at Gueſſing again, in theſe 
Words, © But this SEEMS to me — the — py 
| | ay 
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[ fay you ] © becauſe PERHAPS jt could not always in Strict 
« Truth be ſaid, that This Our Brother is departcd in the 
« True Faith of God's Holy Name; and THEREFORE 
they thought it moſt Convenient to ftrike out the Words relating 
« particularly tg the Party deceaſed”. 

But This GUESS of yours, is as unluci 
from the Truth, as the reſt or your Gueſles are; for, the 
Church of England makes no Pr ofeſſion of any of your PER- 
HAPSES, in this Caſe; Her A&ts in the Burial O ice demon- 
ſtrate, that Ske Entertains ſuch Charitable Sentiments of the 
Condition of the Deceaſed, over whom that Office is to be u- 
ſed, as give us 8 to Hope, that He departed in 
the True Faith; which Hope is a ſuſhcient Foundation, where- 
on to Term him © This Our roi her Departed in the True Faith 
© of God's Holy Name”, ſo long as we have © in Strict Truth 
no Otj:Ctions to Support any /ncharitable Notions to the Con- 
trary. The Church's Charity in this Matter, you ſhould nor 
call her ungrounded play” 19a ; and therefore, ſhe gives you 
no Foundation for your Uncharitable LESS, but the very 
Contrary thereto ; Becanſe, Her Rubricks to that Office 
expreſsly enjoin that“ it ii to be uſed for Any that die 
« Unbaptized, or Excommunicai:, or have laid violent Hands 
« upon. themſelves : To which add, that in the Office it ſelf, 
her Charity ſays ſuch Things Over his Body, as demonſtrate, 
that She eſteems him to have departed in The True Faith ; 
The Texts at the Beginning, to bg ſaid or ſung by the Prieſt 
and Clerks at the Grave, ſhew as much; The Leſſon con- 
cerning the Reſurrection of the Body, which © js ſown in 
« Corruption” and is to be © yaiſed in GLORY”; Her De- 
claration that “ it hath pleaſed Almighty God of bis Great 
** MERCY to take unto himſeſf the Soul of our DEAR BRO- 
« 'THER here departed ; ” Her Commiting © His Body to the 
« Ground ” « in Sure and Certain HOPE of the Re- 
furrection to Eternal LIFE“; Her then Saying or Singing 
« Bleſſed are the Dead which die in the LORD“; Her giving 


God © Hearty Thauks, for that it bath pleaſed” him © to 


« deliver THIS our Brother cut of the MISERIES of this Sin- 
« ful World”; and laſtly, her Uttering hefore God, ex- 
preſsly that Her“ HOPE is, THIS Our Brother doth ” 
Reſt in Chriſt: All this together taken, is full Proof, that 


the Church treats the Deceaſed, as One . Departed in the 


* True Faith of God's Holy Name, that ſhe Harbours no 
Suſpfcions to the Contrary ; and that for the ſame Reaſon, 
ſhe could and would as Expreſsly Pray for him too, it She 
admitted of the Lawfulneſs of Such Prayer; for, in this 

| E e 2 Caſe, 
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Caſe, ſhe Could have no Objections againſt praying for One 
in Particular, concerning whom ſhe entertains Such Com- 
fortable Hopes, For, Chriſtian Hope is a Sufficient Ground for 
Lawful Prayer : But, as theſe Charitable Hopes, encourage 
to belicve that the Departed Soul is not in Hell, and for 
that Reaſon, is [according to the Church of Eygland's Ho- 
mily Doct tine] gone © Straitways to Heaven, and NEEN- 
« ETH NO P* AYER, So, the in fact, and Conſiſtentiy avith 
this Her Doctrine, throws out of her Burial Office, the Pray- 
ers that were formerly appointed to be put up for him. By 
this, She makes Her Homily DoArine and Liturgick Practice 
to be agreeable and Conſiſtent with One Another; and Since 
The Publick Acts of the Church compared with One a- 
nother, ſand not Mens Private Judgment, and Arbitrary Fan- 
ciful Gueſſes) are the Sureſt Rule by which to know her 
Deſign in making Alterations; therefore, The Motive and 
Cauſe of This Her 4/teration in That Office, appears to be 
plainly Her faid Doctrine, that Such a Soul © Fr” 


« NERBETH NO PRAYER ". 


But as for your GUESS; that the Church's Reaſon, for 
Throwing out of her Buri: Office, Her former Prayer for 
a Particular departed Brother, Seems to have been, © be- 
« cauſe perhaps it could not ylaays in Striqt Truth be ſaid that 
« This Our Brother is deperted in the True Faith of God's Holy 
« Name Is in Ef a Gueſs That the Church of 
England's now-Burial Offive, is Compos'd with Such Lati- 
tude, as to admit of being Sud Over Infidels, and other Im- 
penitent Sinners, of whoſe Tue Faith in G od, we have no 
Hopes; As if the Churck made Proviſion for giving 
Chriſtian Burial to Such; and yet in the Same Office pr 
feſſes her Hope is, that they Reft in Chriſt. 4 pis 18 doch 
2 Reflection upon her Pie, Wiſdom, and Prudence, às is al- 
together Unſuitable to that Duty and Reſpect which a pro- 
feſs d Son of hers ought to pay her, that it highly becomes 
you to Leave off This Untoward Way of Gueing upon Her 


Acts, which are plain and manifeft enough in Contradiction 
to your Gueſſes. r 


$ cx. 


N Order to Prove that the Church of Exgland 
1 prays for the Dead, You tell us © She Openly 
* PROFESSES that no One, whether Living or Dead, ſhall 
have their perfect Conſirmmation and Bliſs, either in Body or 
#* SOUL, till the Reſurre tim, p. 53. 


But 
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But you produce no Publick Act of hers, to you that 
She © Openly Profeſſes ” this; and therefore, till you do, 
you muſt wait longer for our giving Credit to your Aſſer- 
tion. In the mean time, I have produc'd her Publick Act 
{ pag. 26. ] which teaches of a Righteous Departed Soul, 
that it is in“ Heaven and Needeth NO PRAYER” ; And 
ſince She teaches its Bliſs to be ſo Great, that it needeth 
% No Prayer, then this and all your Attempts towards 
proving that She teaches it Needeth Prayer, are attempts 
to prove that She teaches A Contradiction to her Own Doc- 
trine; a Contradiction as Flagrant, as No Prayer and 
A Prayer, Something and Nothing in the Same reſpect, 
which, I have more Reſpect for the Church of England 
than to believe that ſhe is Guilty of; Such Palpable Contra- 
dictions being chargeable only to the Private Judgment, 
Want of Memory, &c. of thoſe who attempt to repreſent 


her otherwiſe, than ſh her Publick Acts, profeſles 
her ſelf 8 TD 


6 CXL V U 2 and ſay, of this Church © N hen 
| « 'THEREFORE. She he/eeches God to haſten 
« his Kindgdom, that we WITH all thoſe that are depart- 
« ed, &c. may then have Our Perfect Conſummation and Bliſs, 
can it Bars Colour of Truth be concaiv d, but that She 
« Prays for the Compleat Happineſs of all thoſe, wwho She ac- 
% knowledges want it, whether dead or living ” ? pag. 53. 
Ianſwer your . Yes, it can with Truth be concei vd, 
and proy'd too, that She do's not So Pray, and for this very 
ſhort Reaſon, That the Conſiſtency of This Prayer with her 
Homily Doctrine fully 'demonſtrates it: Put together this 
Prayer, and Her fd Doctrine, that they need no Prayer, 
and then ſee the Truth of the Matter, thus That ave with 
&® all thoſe that are departed, &c. [Liturgy,) who are gone 
to Heaven aud need NO PRAYER TOomily Doctrine, ] 
« may have Our Perfect Conſummation, &c. [Liturgy.] No- 
thing can be plainer, than that, fo keep % the Church's Con- 
fftency, We the Living are the Only Perſons Here pray'd 
or, that we may have Conſummation, The Departed 
whom the Church teaches need Na Prayer, are not by her 
here pray d for, becauſe, her 7 — them, would in- 
fer her teaching that they need Her Prayer, which would 
bot 8 adictio 
nd in 


- 
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6 CXIL U'T further, the Church of England, has 

$5 by another Publick Act demonſtrated, that 
ſhe do's not Hold «© Ve AND all thofe ”, to be the Same 
as We WITH all thoſe” ; Becauſe, Her Laſt Reviewing 
Convecation rejected out of Every Part of her Liturgy, 
and from Her Canonical Prayer before Sermon, The Word 
AND, whereſoever it Connected the Faithful departed SO 
with the Living, as that it unavoidably determin'd the De- 
parted were _ for; and inſtead thereof has inſerted 
the Word WITH. This Deliberate Choice and Exchange 
of One Word for Another, by ſo Grand an Aſſembly, and 
in ſo Remarkable an Inſtance, as is that of Prayers FA the 
Dead, Shews the Senſe of the Church of England is, that 
'Thoſe 'T'wo Words are not of One and the Same Determi- 
nate Extenſively Connecting Senſe in thoſe Petitions ; for, if 
the eſteem'd that they were So, She doubtleſs would not have 
given her Self the needleſs Trouble of rejecting the One 
and inſerting the Other inſtead thereof; and Conſequently, 
Her Convocation Publick Act ſhews, that ſhe do's not Hold 
« je WITH all thoſe”, to be the ſame as“ He AND 
« all thoſe”. 


6 CXIII. V OU Aſſert, That the Faithful departed 
have tbe SAME NEED of the Speedy 
„ Coming of Chrift's Kingdom, and their Perfection of Bliſs, as 
« We that are alive”, p. 53. | * 
The Same Need, Sir? Where did you learn this? The 
Church of England never taught it you, I am ſure; Pray be- 
think your Self, do not © eve that are alive wreſtle with the 
'Temptations of the World, the Fla, and the Devil? And are 
we not in Continual Danger of being Overcome by them, and 
Conſequently, of Falling Short of This Perfection of Bliſs ? 
Are not the Faithful departed, Securely deliver'd from all this 
Warfare arid Frightfal Danger, and in a State, wherein they 
cannot fall ſhort of the Final Perfection, as we may? Do's 
not all this make a Great Diſparity and almoſt infinite Diffe- 
rence between our and their“ Need of the Speedy Coming of 
« Chriſt's Kingdom, &c. ? It certainly do's, and ſadly demon- 
ſtrates, with relation to us, that the Need is not the Same; 
They are Secure, we are not So ; therefore, the Need is NOT 
THE SAME, any more than Certainty and Uncertainty in 
the Iſſue of Nen are One and the Same Thing ; S0 e- 
oregiouſly Untheological is this your haſty Aſſertion, which 
15 no where to be found in the Acts of the Church of Eug- 
land. | g CXIY. 
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6 CXIV. UT, perſevering in this your Miſtake, you 
roceed and ſay * Suppoſe we were to pray, 
« that We WITH all the whole Church may receive Re- 
« miſſion of our Sins, and all other Benefits of Chriſt's 
« Paſſion, is not the Prayer as clear and determinate for the 
4 pole Church as for our Selves, as if we ſaid, We AND 
« Al the whole Church? Who can deny it? And the REA- 
« SON is, becauſe the whole Church has the SAME Occaſion 
« for theſe Benefits, that we have. Then you apply this 
to your Burial Prayer, p 53. | 
our Challenge, © ho can deny it? I anſwer, that I 
can, and do deny it all, as Suppos'd of, and apply'd to, the 
Publick Acts of the Preſent Church of England, relating 
to Prayers for the Dead. 

iſt, Becauſe, Her Publick Acts [upon this Article of 
Prayer for the Dead] do prove, that She do's not Hold the 
Word ©* WITH”, to be of the Same full and Extenſive 
connecting Nature, as the Word AND is; CS CXII. J. 

2dly, Becauſe, the Church of England, has no Publick 
Act teaching your pretended “ Reaſon namely, that © the 
4 pole Church [including the Departed] © bas the SAME 
« Occaſion for theſe Benefits, that wwe have” ; when 'tis mani- 
feſt, that the Faithful Departed Have not “ the Same Oc- 
« caſrons ** [S CXIIL. ] 

dly and laſtly, Becauſe, whatſoever the Wants of the 
Faithful departed may really be; or whatſoever your Pri- 
vate Judgment would inſinuate She teaches they have Ocra- 
ſion for, yet, tis notorious, She Leaches by Her Doctrine 
that they Need “ No Prayer ”. {\ CVII.] and Since No 
Prayer, then, No Prayer to Supply that Want. 

And therefore, Sir, weighing this your Suppoſition, and 
conſidering your Unprov'd Aflertion thereupon, as apply'd 
by you to the preſent Church of England, I ſeriouſly and 
calmly tell you, ©* evithout Prejudice and Heat p. 54. That 
I do not “ find Reaſon” to © abate of inſiſting upon the 
Publick Acts of the Church of England her Self, in Oppo- 
ſition to your Private Judgment. For, in all this, "Tis 
Only your Private Judgment that determines what the Church 
do's not determine, and indeed Contrary to what She by her 
Publick Acts has determin'd ; and that pretends to give a 
Reaſon, which in Truth is No Rea/on, and there fore not the 
Church's, but only your own Fancy ; which mult therefore 
ſtand rejected, when we. are debating what are the Publick 
Authentick Acts of the Church her Self. 
| | 5 CXV. 
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S CXV. BY: I need not now be thus Large upon 
your Burial Prayer, havin abundantly proy'd 
before, from p. 46. to * 51: that the Preſent Church of 
England's Publick Acłs have rejected and thrown out of Her 
Burial Office, every Thing, which formerly determin'd 
Prayer for the Dead, and has left nothing remaining there- 
in that DETERMINES fo much as but One Petition for 
them: which ſufficiently Obviates every One of your Sug- 

ſtions in your p. 54. to p. 57. againſt my Proofs, as any 
ne may be convinc'd who will but ſeriouſly read and con- 
fider thoſe fix Pages, to which I fill adhere. 


$ CXVI. OU have a Notion, which you frequent] 
inculcate, that becauſe the Faithful de- 
arted want their Final Conſummation and Bliſs both in 
y and Soul, therefore the Church of England in her 


now Burial Prayer de's pray for them, that they may obtain 
That * F 4 N 1 


To which I anſwer; | 

1ſt, The Preſent Church of England has No Publick Act 
that Teaches the Faithful departed do ſo Want their final 
Conſummation, as that She THEREFORE prays for it in 
their Behalf; But Contrary hereto, Her Publick Doctrine 
is, that They Need © No Prayer; She teaches this with- 
out any Reſtriction ; and Conſequently, keeping up to het 
own Self Conſiſtency, She do's not pray for them. 

The Notion, therefore, which you would put upon us 
as hers, is not to be regarded, it being none of hers; and 
our Debate is only what are her Publick Acts themſelves, 
not what is your, or any other Man's Private Judgment. 


2dly, This Notion of yours, That the Church of Eug- 
land's Prayers proceed upon the Principle of the Faithful 
Departed's WANT of The Final Conſummation, and 
that therefore She prays for them; is your Miſrepreſenta- 
tion of the Nature of her Prayers; For, when She men- 
tions us the Living WITH x 6 Saints departed, in her 
now Burial Prayer, and in the Laſt Claufe of her Prayer 
for the Church Militant, She manifeſtly enough prays for 
us in a State of Want ; but mentions the Faithfal departed; 
not with reſpect to their preſent Imermediatè State; no, She 
ſpeaks not one Word of This, but refers to their fia Stats 


in the © Kingdom of Heaven; the © . 


wr. ah ak. _— _— bk _ 
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the Unqueſtionable Certainty whereof, She in theſe Prayers 
has regard to, [tis a firſt Principle of her Chriſtiap Faith, as 
in her e Creed “ They that have done good ſball go 
« into Life Everlaſting ”, after the Reſurrection;] This 
Their final Compleat Happineſs She all along Refers to, 


as Secure; and prays for us the Living, that we at Laſt may 


be united to their Bleſſed Society in the Participation of 
Their Conſummate Felicity. | | 


S CXVII. “ HE“ Burial © Prayer you ſay ne- 
* ceſſarily means, that they and we 
« SHALL be Conſummated together ; it muſt likewiſe neceſſa- 
« rily follow, that the Words OUR PERFECT CONSUM- 
«© MATION, &c. muſt refer to both them and us, and mu 
« mean, That we together wwith the departed, or that both We 
And they may have Our Perfect Conſummation pag. 56. 
This is another of your Fallacies; but when Set in a 
True Light its falſe Colours will diſappear: For, the 
Meaning of this Prayer is not to be learn'd from your Pri- 
vate Judgment, but from the Acts of the Church of Eng- 
land, whoſe Prayer this is. Her Conſiſtency with her Self I 
mult adhere to, and you ſhall be kept cloſe to it, in the Ar- 
gument. This Prayer therefore N | 
1ſt, Cannot neceſſarily mean that They AND we SHALL 
be Conſummated together: I ſay, SHALL be, with rela- 
tion to both Parties cannot be the Meaning; becauſe, Our 
State being as yet in the Language of the Church, but Mi- 
litant, is uncertain, we are not in a State of Security, there- 
fore Our Conſummation Stands upon a MAY. BE, not a 
SHALL BE, and for this Reaſon tis pray d for in the 
Prayer; but The Faithful Departed SHALL BE Con- 
ſummated, being far advanc'd above the Militant State — 
The Prayer therefore muſt neceſſarily mean 'THEY SHALL 
and Will be Conſummated, being paſt all Danger of Fall- 
ing Short of it; and We who pray for it, MA be Con- 


ſummated. So that, you ſet out wrong with your SHALL 


BE, as to both Parties; when in Truth The SHALL BE, 

belongs but to One of them. | | ; 
dly, The Church Conſiſtently with her Homily Doc- 
trine, that the Faithful departed, are, ſo Highly exalted, 
as that they are in Heaven and need no Prayer, muſt neceſ- 
ſarily mean, That They SHALL BE Conſummated ”, 
without ſtanding in rt of Our Prayer for it, in their 
behalf; for, if the Church in this Prayer teaches that 
| Su 4 they 
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they Stand in Need of Our Praying for their Comumma- 
tion, She will be chargeable with Teaching the tuo Ex- 
treams of a Contradiction, namely, That They Need no 
Prayer, and They Need 4 Prayer ; which, we may depend 
npon it, She will not allow ; and- therefore, rhe Principle 
upon which ſhe makes this Prayer, is, That Their Con- 
ſummation vill Certainly be, and that her Prayer for it, 
is NEEDLESS, and Conſequently that She do's not Pray 
for it ; 

zaly, Hence © it muſs neceſſarily follow, that the Words 
« OUR perfect Conſummation, &c. muſt [in the Church's 
«c Sente] refer to * not THEM, but us, the WE. who 
pray for it; the WE who are in danger of falling ſhort 
of it; the WE, who in the next Prayer the Church eſ- 
teems to be So Unqualified as yet for this Conſummation, 
that She prays “ we may be raiſed from the Death of Sin, 
« unto the Life of Righteouſneſs ”, to fit us for it; The 
WE, whom the Church do's not venture to affirm, “ SHALL 
« BE, Conſurmated *, as you poſitively do, for, her Mo- 
defty goes no higher than to pray that we MAY BE, 
becauſe, She holds that as yet we are but in the State Mi- 
litant, and need her Prayer, which ſhe affirms the Faith- 


« f Departed do not nee; and Conſequently, She here 


prays for None but us the Living Only, 
Ithly, From all which, tis evident, that, Keeping up to 
the Church of England's Self Conſiſtency, her Words « That 
« WE, with all thoſe that ave departed in the true Faith of 
« thy holy Name, may have OUR Perfe# Gonſummation ”, 
Sec. muſt mean no more, in her Senſe, than that, we may 
bave Our Perfect Conſummation, with or in the Company 
of them who Certainly will have it, and need no Prayer to 
obtain it: which is manifeſfly quite another. Thing, than 
raying that We AND they may have Our Perfect Con- 
Andes Fs ; becauſe, this is unavoidably a Determinate 
Prayer for the Faithful departed, which if the pray'd, 
would involve her in the Contradiction of Teaching that 
they necd Her Prayer, when at the Same Time her Doc- | 
trine is that they Need no Prayer. But, as this is a Con- 
tradiction which ſhe do's not hold, So, the Conſiſtency of 
her Doctrine and Worſhip with one another evidently 
demonſtrates againft you, that the Meanings your Private 
dement would put upon her Burial Prayer, are altoge- 
ther nt pin Her manifeſt Publick Acts, and there- 
fore utterſy inſignificant in. this preſent Debate. 


2 


$ CXVIII. T HAT the Church of. England © i; ny to 
be reckon'd among the Oppoſers of Prayer 
for the Dead, you pretend thus to evince, p. 56. 57. © The 
« Biſhops at the Reſtoration [you ſay] when the Liturgy Came 
« to be review'd were very ſenſible the Church was a Favourer 
« of it; and ſo were the Presbyterians too. For when the Lat- 
« ter deſer d it might be expreſi d in the Rubrick, that the Pra 
« ers at the Burial are not for the Benefit of the Dead, but only 
« for the Inſtruction of the Living; the former wwonld mt agree 
« to it, aubich their Adverſaries took very much amiſi. See 
« the Grand Debate between the Biſhops, and the Presby- 
« terian Divines, printed in 1661. p. 27. and 145. From 
4 whence ve may Give a SHREVWD GUESS phat was the 
« Senſe of that Convocation which vevis'd the Liturgy. For in 
« the Oey ſet before it by that Convocation it is declared, 
« that of the Sundry Alterations propos'd by the Presby- 
« terians they rejected all ſuch as were of Dangerous Con- 
« ſequence, as ſecretly Striking at ſome eſtabliſhed Doctrine 
« or Laudable Practice of the Church of England, or in- 
« deed of the whole Catholick Church. Since therefore 
« they rejected this Alteration, the Reaſon [ ſay you] was 
« plain enough, becauſe it ſtruck at a Laudable Practice 
N bark of their own Church and the Primitive“. Thus 
far you. In Anſwer to all which, I muſt take Leave to cx- 
— your Partiality, and Miſrepreſeutatiou of this Matter, 
and then it will She w it Self in its Truth and Reality with- 
out the falſe Gloſs you have here laid upon it. | 
iſt Then, 'The 8 Deſire about the Rubrick 
you talk of is but partially fer forth by you; for, it was 
more than you have related; Twas This in their Own 
Words, vis. 5 e | 
* « Of the Order for the Burial of the Dead: V deſire 
* it may be 0 in a Rubrick, that the PRAYERS and 
* EXHORTATIONS Vere uſed, are uot for the BENEFIT 
r He Dead, but, only for the Iuſtruct ion and Comfort of the 
1 . o_ | ; 
In his Deſire of theirs you have drop't their, Word 
* EXHORTATIONS ”; which, taken' with their other 
Word PRAYERS, demonſtrates, that their Deſire was a 
, VVV 
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dee an Account of all the Proceedings of the Com- 
mrftoners of Hhoth Perſuaſions, Anno 1661. Under the 
* Exceptions, at p. 30. In Sion College Library, 
London. | 


* 
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Reflection upon the Then Service, as if it Contain'd a 
PLURALITY of Prayers, and alſo of EXHORTRATI- 
ONS for the Benefit of the Dead; when in truth, The 
Service had no Such Plurality of Prayers, nor had it ſo much 
as any One Exhortation, that could, by the moſt Scrupulous, 
be ſuſpected to be for the Benefit of the Dead. Their De- 
fire therefore, to add Such A Rubrick, about its PRAY. 
ERS and EXHORTA'TIONS, was, upon the moſt modeſt 
Conſideration altogether Impertinent, and juſtly deſery'd to 
be rank'd among many of their other Exceptions againſt 
the Book of Common Prayer, which the Laſt Reviewing 
Convocation, tells us were * © of no Conſequence at all, but 
« utterly Frivolous and Vain” ; 
2dly, You are Partial in reciting the Convocation's Rea- 
ſons for rejefting ©* The Sundry Alterations propos'd by the 
« Presbyterians ” ; For, tho it is True, that © they rejected 
* all ſuch as were of Dangerous Conſequence, as ſecretly ſtri- 
« king at ſome eſtabliſbed Doctrine or Laudable Practice of the 
« Church of England, c. as you ſay; yet, This is not 
the WHOLE Truth, for, the Convocation aſſures us in 
their ſaid Preface, 'That they Rejected alſo ſuch Alterations 
as ere of no Conſequence at all, but utterly Frivolous and 
« Vain; which you take care not to mention at all; the 
Deſign of which Omiſſion you plainly enough ſhew, was, 
to Repreſent the Convocation's Reaſon for Rejecting this 
Alteratian propos'd, as if it was, becauſe it Struck at a Lau- 
« dable Practice both of their own Church and the Primitive; 
theſe are your Own Words, and none but your own, arbi- 
trarily and without any the leaſt Authority, pick d out from 
the reſt of the Convocation Reaſons for refuſing Presbyte- 
rian Alterations, and prey woe by you, as the Con- 
vocation's Particular Reaſon for rejecting That Impertinent 
New Rubrick propos'd by thoſe Presbyterians, when in 
Truth and Reality That Convocation never did give 'This 
Your pretended Particular Reaſon for refuſing to inſert 
That Rubrick; For, 
3dly, Tis well known, The Convocation never gave any 
Particular Reaſon at all, why they refusd to add This 
Rubrick - So far from it, that they drop'd the Presby- 
rians Propoſal of it, into utter Silence. 'The Commiſſioners 
on the Church Side, took no more notice of this Propoſal 
in their Reply to the Presbyterians, than if it had never 
been propos d at all, of which utter Silence the Presbyte- 
rians 


„ 


r 
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dee the Preface to the Book of Common Prayer, IN 
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rians loudly complain'd ; * And the Convocation after the 
| Commiſſioners did likewiſe utterly neglect to expreſs the 
Leaſt Notice of that propos d Rubrick without giving any 
PARTICULAR REASON whatſoever, for Such their 
Neglect of it, as a Rubrick. And therefore, your pre- 
tending to fix a Particular determinate Reaſon as the Convo- 
cation's Reaſon, when they themſelves have not Specified 
any Such Particular determinate Reaſon, is Such an — 
el Partiality as expoſes your manner of arguing to be no 
better than a mere Fallacy, and that therefore, tis no 
Proof, of That Convocation's being a Favourer of Prayers 
for the Dead. Becauſe 5 

athly, 'Tho' the Convocation added not the Impertinent 
Rubrick defir'd by the Presbyterians, yet the Same Convo- 
cation ſo far Comply'd with their Scruple, as that they 
Alter d One Particular Burial Prayer, which the Presbyterians 
had noted down Among their Exceptions, and, which Pr 
er was the Only Prayer 1n all the then Burial Service, that 
Could be Suſpected by thoſe Presbyterians to be © for the 
« Benefit of the Dead”. 'To Evince this, I put the Prayer 
they Excepted againſt on the Left hand, and the Alteration 
of 1t by the Convocation on the Right, thus. 


Excepted Againſt by Alter'd by the Convocation. 
the Presbyterians | 

„ That we with this Our © That we, with all thoſe 
* Brother And all other de- © that are departed in the 
parted in the True Faith © True Faith of thy Holy 
of thy Holy Name, may Name, may have our Per- 
* have Our Perfect 7 Con- © fect Conſummation and 
« /ummation and Bliſs ”. « Bliſs. | 

(The Presbyterian Excep- [At the Burial of the Dead 
tions. — P. 31. In Sion In the Preſent Book 
College Library)) of Common Prayer] 


Here we ſee, the Words “ That Ve with this our Brother 
* AND all other departed, &. which are the Only Words 
| the 


* [See the Papers that paſs'd between the Commiſſioners, 
Sc. In the Presbyterians Reply to the Commiſlioners Paper 
at p. 126. where the Presbyterians ſay © We marvel that 
jon ſay nothing at all to Our Defire that it be Expreſs'd in 
* a Rubrick, Sc. as Above] | 

7 It Rands « 1 ” by Miſtake in the Presbyterian 

ceptious ; but I put the True Word“ Cnſummation® 
28 it then ſtood in the Liturgy. 
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the Presbyrerians could ſuſpect as then praying for the 
Dead, are by that Convocation's Publick Act in the now 
Common Prayer Book chang'd and alter'd into the Words 
& That we, WITH all thoſe that are departed ” c: The 
Convocation did not put it © That we, AND al! thoſe that 
« ave departed” &fc. which would have been a Determinate 
Prayer for the Dead, and not only have exaſperated the 
Clamours of the' Presbyterians, but *twould alſo have been 
a Contradiction to the Church of England's Doctrine that 
Such Dead Need No Prayer, and to which Doctrine the 
Members of that Convocation had alſo Srbſcrib'd : Tis 
Fact, I ſay, that the Convocation did not thus inconſiſtentiy 
with themſelves and more provoktingly to the Presbyterians, 
alter the Words into“ Ve AND all thoſe ”, but choſe ra- 
ther to put it © We, WITH al! thoſe” Cc. which preſery'd 
their 8 Conſiſtency, and the Conſiſtency of the Pray- 
er with the Church of England's Homily Doctrine, and 
was a manifeſt Complying Alteration of That very Prayer, 
which the Presbyterians had Particularly writ down among 
their other many Exceptions, and which alone was the Pray- 
er that could be ſuſpected as praying for the Dead. 

The Same Convocation tells us [among other Things! 
in their Preface to the Preſent Common Prayer Book, 
That © Great Importunities were made — that the 
Liturgy © might be reviſed, and Such ALTERATIONS, 
« therein, and Additions thereunto made, as ſhould be thought 
« yequiſite for the Eaſe of TENDER CONSCIENCES ”. 
« Whereunto His Majefty (namely, K. Charles 2d.] 
« 10 give Satisfation (as far as could be reaſonably expected) 
& 30 all bis Subjects, of what Perſuaſion Soever, did graciouſly 
« condeſcend. 


They inform us afterwards, thus; « Such ALTERA- 


* 'TIONS as were tendred to us, (by what Perſons, under what 


«K Pretences, or to what Purpoſe ſoever ſo tendred) as Seemed 
« to us in any degree REQUISITE, or EXPEDIENT), w- 
« have willingly, and of our Ozwn Accord aſſented unto : Wc. © 

A Little further they tell us © Our General Aim therefore 
« in this Undertakins was, not to gratify this or that Party 
« in any their UNREASONABLE Demands ; but to do that, 
% evhich to our beſt Underſtar.dings we conceived might moſs tend 
« to the Preſervation of Peace and Unity in the Church; the 
« procuring of Reverence, and exciting of Piety, and Devotion 
* in the Publick Worſbip of God; and the Cutting off OCCA- 
®* SION from them that ſeek OCCASION of Cavil or Quar 
rel againſt the Liturgy of ths Church ”. 


From 
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From all which it is manifeſt, That The Alteration of 
the Burial Prayer Excepted againſt, and Changing it into 
«K that We, WITH all thoſe, Sc. rather than © Ve AND 
« 4 thoſe”; and the Conyocation's throwing out the 


Word AND, which was in the former Prayer, is an Alte- 


ration which ſeem'd Requiſite or Expedient to the Convo- 
cation ; and fully demonſtrates, that they did not hold the 
Word WITH, to be the Same as the Word AND in 
this Petition. For, take their Alteration, to have been 
which way you will, either“ for the Eaſe of TENDER 
« CONSCIENCES”, or © the Cutting of OCCASION 
« from them that ſeek OCCASION of Cavil or Quarrel a- 
« gainſt the Liturgy of the Church ”, Tis manifeſt Theſe Tex- 
der Conſciences, or theſe Caviling Quarrelſome People, were 
the Presbyterians, who in their Paper pur down this Burial 
Prayer expreſsly among their Exceptions; they could not 
have SO noted it, if they had not either with © Tendey 
% Cenſciences ſuſpected, or elſe in a Caviling Quarrelſome 
Diſpoſition pointed at it, as a Prayer for the Dead, when 
they Deſir d in the ſame Paper, that it might © be expre/s'd 
« in à Rubrick that the Prayers and Exhortations are not for the 
« Benefit of the Dead”; And therefore, the Alteration could 
not have been to any Purpoſe for the attaining either of 
the Ends propos'd, if it had not been So made, as to remove 
the imagin'd Occaſion, namely, Prayer for the Dead, ſuſpect. 
ed before by Tender Conſciences, or dlily inſinuated by the Ca- 
villers, as contain'd in the Burial Service; and Conſequent- 
ly, the Alteration of the Burial Prayer as it now Stands, 
being for One or both of theſe Ends, for, to what other 
End was it alter'd ? Tis plain, the ſaid Prayer is no Pray- 
er for the Dead in the Practice of the Church of England; 
and that therefore, your Attempt to“ Give a Shrewd Gueſs ”, 
as you term it, in order to inſinuate the Contrary, is only a 
wrong Hit, which you'd have your Reader to accept of 
inſtead of ſound Reaſon and Argument ; as if Men who 


are Solicitous for the Truth, could be Satisfied with your 
Gueſs Work Only. 


$ CXIX. EFORE I take leave of your Burial Pray- 
er, I muſt make two Obſervations more 


upon your endeavouring to prove it the Church of Eng- 
Und's Prayer for the Dead. 


Firſt, That this your Endeavour is, in cv Step you take, 
altogether, a Private Attempt of your own, without . 
Authority from your Little ve Party; nor indeed founded 
at 
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at all upon the Firſt ARTICLE of your Clandeſtine Agree- 
ment [Anno 17 32. ] among your es; for, That Agree- 
ment is So DASTARD * Reſerud, and So notoriouſly 
INDETERMINATE, as that it avoids even the ve 
Mention of the Frightful Words! PRAYER FOR THE 
DEAD; 5o Cowardly Timerous is that Agreement, that 
it DARES not venture So mueh as to affirm that the Bu- 
rial Prayer is in any reſpect whatſoever a Prayer for the 
DEAD; and this Article appears to have been Compos'd 
with a deliberate Intention of NOT DISPLEASING the 
Enemies of Such Prayers ; for, to what Other Purpoſe do's 
that Article of your Clandeſtine Agreement [and the 2d 
of your wy Agreement of 1731.] So Hnduſtriouſly drop 
the very Mention of Prayer for the Faithful Departed ? 
Since therefore Your Attempt is Thus void of all Autho- 
rity from your Little New Party; Deſtitute of any Foun- 
dation for it, in your Clandeſtine Agreement, and altoge- 
ther Contrary to the Publick Acts of the Church of Eng- 
land, as we have ſufficiently ſeen : "Tis manifeſtly founded 
on nothing but Private Judgment, [if there is indeed any 
JUDGMENT at all in ſuch an Attempt] and therefore, as 
ſuch is utterly unworthy to be propos'd to, or in the Leaſt 
received and acquieſced in, by, any Church whatſoever ; 
for, Churches muſt not reſt their Practice with relation to 
a neceſſary Duty, upon ſuch Precarious, and uncertain Foun- 
dations, as are the various and diſagreeing Humours and 
Fancies of particular Men. | 

Secondly, If the Church of England's Publick Acts had, 
las they have not] declared the Burial Prayer to be a Pray- 
er for the Final Conſummation of the Faithful departed; 
If your Party had, [as it do's not at all appear that they 
have] authoriz'd you in their Names to declare the Same; 
or if the 1ft Article of their Clandeſtine Agreement of 
1732 had ſas it certainly has not] ſaid, that The Burial 
Prayer is a Prayer for the final Conſummation of the Faithful 
Departed; Yet, even then, This would not come up to the 
Charity of the Primitive Catholick Church, in her Solemn Ad- 
dreſſes to God for them: I cannot better expreſs the me- 
lancholy Nature of This Uncatholick Defe#, than Your 
Friend, the Reverend Author of The Neceſſity of An Alte- 
ration has done already, at the 129th Page of That Unar- 
ſwerable Book, againſt another Oppoſer of Amendments, 1n 
theſe very remarkable Words, namely, This does not re- 
- late to the INTERVAL between CR * Jon 4 
1 Fu be a Sipplication for the Dead, it is . 
4 4 „ '« SISTENT | 
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« SISTEN'T with the EXCLUSIVE Clauſe in the Title to 
« the Prayer for Chriſt's Church; and lafily ” "0 i 
« NO PART OF 'THE EUCHARISTICAL SERVICE, 
« Fo that if wwe Jbould allow it the Utmoſt Signification this 
. « Gentleman Contends for, his Argument wou'd yet be defect ve, 
« and the Objection unremoved ; We jhould yet Stand off from 
« the Primitive Chriſtians, make a SCHISM in the Sacred Beudy 
« of our Lord, and DIVIDE from the LARGEST and 
« BEST part of the CATE OLICK CHURCH”. 


6 CXX* P ROCEEDING Still upon your own Pri- 
vate Judgment, you tell us [ pag. 57.] That 
You have ſhewn in your Pr-face that “ the (lauſe in the 
« Prayer for the whole State of Ghriff's Church” — -- © js 
« the Same in Senſe with That in the 55th Canon and in the 
« SCOTISH LITURGY, viz. That This Life ended” : 
« we with them, OR WE AND THEY ” [ſay you] * may 
« be made Partakers of the Glorious ReſurreFion **, &c. But 
to detect This Fallacy nothing more is neceſſary than, 
iſt, To Obſerve that the Prayer in the Sci Liturgy, is 
no Prayer of the Church of England, and therefore, No 
Publick Act of hers, and Conſequently, you have nothing to 
do with it, being bound down only to the Church of Ing- 
land's Publick Acts, in this Diſpute, 
2dly, In the XIth, and XIIth Pages of your faid Preface, 
you lay theſe three Petitions together, and then roundly af- 
firm, without any Argument, that © That theſe Prayers are 
« all the Same in Senſe ”, viz. Prayers for the Departed. 
Your Only Pretence to a Reaſon for this, ts, That “ zhe 
* Saints departed have not yet attained their perfect Conſu m 
« mation”, But this amounts to No Argument that they 
are THEREFORE pray'd for by the Church of Eroland, 
who teaches that they Need No Prayer, The Inſufficiency 
of this your Aim at an Argument my S. CX. CXUIL CXIV. 
CXVI. have already Exploded. 
2dly, It is alſo prov'd in my S XXXIII. Page 96. that 
rows Praver in the 55 Canon is no Prayer for the Dead, 
ut for the Living Only: So that, here we and you [1f 
you pleaſe] may thus far Cloſe, That This Prayer and the 
Clauſe m your Prayer for the whole State of Chriſt's Charch 
are the Same in Senſe, with One another; they being indeed, 
both of *em, no other than Prayers for the Living only. 
athly, Your Aſſertion, that the Clauſe in your Prayer 
for the whole State of Chriſt's Church, is the Same in 
Senſe as praying that © He AND they”, is nothing but 
| | G g begging 
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begging the Queſtion-— which Cannot be granted you f. 
the Reaſons already produced. i Ces 

To which I Add here, that the Words themſelves 
of That Clauſe, viz. ©* Beſeeching thee to give us Grace 80 
to follow their Good Examples, THAT WITH THEM 
« we may be PARTAKERS of thy Heavenly Kingdom”, do 
manifeſtly pray no more than this, That we may be 80 
qualified, by following the Good Examples of the departed 
| Saints, That we may be Partakers of the Kingdom of Hea- 
ved WITH THEM, who, according to the Doctrine of 
the Church of England“ are gone to Heaven ” and NEED 
« NO PRAYER”: The Church's Prayer therefore, when 
She { Conſiſtently wich her Self} prays © that WITH 
« them, we may be PARTAKERS, & is far from being 
a Determinate Re for them; very far from being the 
Same as praying that Te AND they; it being notoriouſly 
Evident, That Our Praying to be Sharers or PAR'TA- 
KERS WITH other Perſons in ng © valuable Thing, do's 
not neceſſarily infer that We pray They may Obtaia the 
Same Valuable Thing, when, at the Same Time, we hold their 
Circumſtances to be So Happy and Secure, as that they will 
certainly not fall ſhort of the Poſſeſſion thereof, and that 
they need none of Our Prayers for them; This is the Ve 
Caſe of the Church of England's Prayer in the ſaid Clauſe, 
and her Doctrine in Her Homilies, con unctly taken together. 

Nay further, take the Words of the Clauſe, without con- 
fidering them in Conjunction with the Homily Doctrine, 
and they Cannot be prov'd, in the Cuftomary Uſe of the 
Engliſh Language, to ſignify neceſſarily and determinately a 
Prayer for the Faithful departed, till you can prove, that 
Every Prayer or Petition which in that Language Prays that 
WITH Other Perſins, We may be Partakers or Sharers in 
any defireable 'Thing, whether of Honour or Profit, or 
both, is neceſſarily a Prayer, That Thoſe Other Perſons may 
Obtain that Same defireable Thing ; which, I am certain, 
you vill never be able to do; as, an Inſtance or two [out 
of Innumerable others that may be brought] will fully 
evince. For, If Some of us, who have not the Honour to 
be of the King's Court, ſhould petition onr Prince, of 
his Roval Bounty to grant us Such Graces and Favours, as 
that WITH His Favourite Courtiers WE MAY BE PAR. 
TAKERS OF the Honours and Profits of his Court; *Tis 
plain in the Common Underſtanding of all Zngliþ Men, 
that This Petition is not a Requeſt in behalf of Thoſe Fa- 
vourite Courtiers, no, not with regard to the Honours and 
Profits which the Prince will, bat has not yet conferr'd on 


chem 
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hem, but 'tis only a Petition for our Selves who are not 
Courtiers, that we may Partake or have a Share with Thoſe 
Favourite Courtiers in Thoſe Honours and Profits. 

So again, if ſome of us who are not Expert Soldiers, 
ſnould Petition the King to Grant us Such a Suppl of mi- 
litary Inſtructors, Books, Arms, &c. as may enable us S0 
to Acquire the Knowledge and Practice of the Art and 
Diſcipline of War, That WITH His Majeſty's already Ex- 
pert Soldiers WE may be Partakers of the Large Privi- 
leges and Immunities which by his Royal Proclamation he 
has promis'd to Confer on them; 'tis manifeſt, this would 
be no Petition in behalf of Thoſe Expert Soldiers, but for 
Our Selves who are not yet So; that we may be qualified, 
to be PARTAKERS or Sharers WITH THEM, in thoſe 
Privileges and Immunities, &c. 

Do but attend to your Friend the Reverend Author of 
« The Neceſſity of An Alteration *, who certainly when he 
wrote That Excellent Book, underſtood Our Engljb Language, 
at leaft as well as you do, which is no Detraction from your 
Skill and Kncwledge, how much ſoever it may be thought 
to reflect upon your SOME THING ELSE, and He tells 
you plainly enough, and with a juſtly Commenaable Integrity, 
« The Condition then is PLAINCY CONDITIONAL, but 
« we cannot MEAN. that the departed ſhou'd perform the Con- 
« dition, becauſe it would be abſurd to follow their own Exam- 
* ples, therefore we CANNOT BE SUPPOSED to include 
« them in the Prayer. (Necefhty of an Alteration p. 125. 
124.) Own but his Knowledge, [ndu/*ry, Honeſty, and perfect 
Freedom from all worldly Motives, [which no one can queſ- 
tion] when he wrote this; and then, you and I muſt join 
Iſſue, That This Clauſe is No Prayer for the Faithful De- 
parted, in the good Senſe of our Englib Language. 


S CXXI. OU Compoſe a Form of Thankſgiving and 
Prayer with relation to the Sain s depart- 

ed; The Petitionary Part you put thus © Beſeect ng thee to 
« Give us Grace SO to follow their good Examples THAT 
« this Life ended, or after we are departed hence in the True 
« Faith of thy Holy Name, as they have done before us, Both 
le AND they inthe Event may be made Partakers of the 
« Glorious Reſurrection in the Life everlaſting, or may have our 
perfect Con ſummation and Bliſs both in Body and Soul ”. 
Then you Conclude This“ 7o be very Good Senſe”, That 
there's no Difference between This and your Prayer in the 
Communioti Office, and that therefore the Church of Eng- 
land prays for the Faithful Departed. To all which 1 re- 
turn 82 rſt, 
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iſt, That your Compoſition is So far from being “ very 
« Good Senſe ', Thar, It is Non-ſenſe in Divinity, becauſe 
it makes Our following the good Examples of the Faithful 
Departed, to be the CONDITION of Their Final Glory 
and Conſummation ; tor, You here pray for two Things, 
iſt, a Condition “ Grace SO to follow their grod Examples”, 
2dly, A Reward to be granted upon that Very CONDI- 
TION, namely, THAT ” both ave AND they” 
—— may have our Conſummation ”. This makes the © Our 
« Conſummation” to be the Reward of us who pray, and of 
the Departed too, upon the Condition of Our following 
their good Examples, as is manifeft by your“ THAT” 
| ne AND they”; The Word THAT referring 
to Our Performance of the Condition, and alſo connecting 
the Condition of the Reward; and the Words e AND 
« They ”, Ec. determinately pointing out the Parties e- 
qually pray'd for, to Obrain the Reward upon that Same 
Condition; Therefore, as your Petition prays for our Con- 
ſummation upon the Condition of our following the good 
Examples of the Departed Saints, ſo it prays for the De- 
parted Saints Conſummation, upon the Same Condition of 
Our following their good Examples; This is juſt as good 
Seuſe, as to make the Conſummation of the Saints departed 
to depend upon the Condition of Our following their good 
Examples ; which puts their final Compleat Happinets up- 
on a miſerably precarious and uncertain Foundation, and 
therefore proves the Nonſenſe of your Compoſed Prayer, 
which contains So great an Abſurdity. But, 
2dly, The Church of England's Clauſe in her Commu- 
nion Service, is no Such Nonſenſical Prayer, for, ſhe There, 
in “ Very Good Senſe ” prays, So, as that the Conditicn and 
the Reward thereof are pray'd for in behalf of the Perſons 
only, who are equally Concern'd in both the One and the 
Other; who pray for Ability, #. e. Grace to perform the 
Condition, namely, to follow the good Examples of the 
Saints departed ; and who pray that the Reward may be 
granted them upon That Condition; which Prayer is there- 
fore put up _ for the Living who are bound down to 
that Condition, and whoſe Reward is to be receiv'd upon 
that Same Condition — This, of the Reward as founded 
upon 'That Condition 1s not at all pray'd for, in behalf of 
the Faithful departed, by the Church of England in That 
Clauſe, nor indeed in any other throughout her whole Li- 
turgy ; She do's not [as your Private Compoſure do's] pray 
| God to Give us Grace SO to“ follow ” the Nepartes 
. 
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Saints © good Examples "THAT ” — © Loth wwe AND 
« they” [the Departed] « may have OUR Perſe 
« Conſurnmaticn” : No, Sir, ſhe has nothing of this in 
the Leaſt; She do's not thus make Our following their 
good Examples, to be the Condition of Their Final Hap- 

ineſs, and therefore your Compos'd Prayer is altogether 
Foreign from hers, and no ways proves that ſhe do's at 
all now pray for the Dead. 


& CXXIL U'T you try another Experiment, to prove 
that the ſaid Clauſe prays for the Faithful 

Departed, thus, We will ſuppoſe ® [ſay you] © a Petition 
« put up for Perſons not yet baptix d in theſe Words" ——— 
« Give them Grace So to be regenerate and prafted into the 
« Church by Baptiſm, THAT finally they <vith the Reſidue of 
« thy Church may together partake of thy wg 154. Kings 
« dom ” pag. 59. Upon which 15 you endeavour to 
argue againſt my 21ſt page in this Manner; “ Now this 
« Petition [ſay you] prays for a neceſſary Means and An 
End depending upon that Means; and the Words 80 
« and T HA T cloſely connect the Clauſes wherein the 
« eans and the End are contain'd. But ſtill tho' the For- 
« mer Clauſe Containing the Means relates only to the 
« Perſons to be baptiz d, yet in the Latter Clauſe the 
* Reſidue of God's Church are pray'd for as well as they, be- 
« cauſe both the One and the Other want to partake of the E- 
* verlaſting Kingdom. The Application is fo Obvious, [ſay 
you] © [ need not make it 

But, In Anſwer to this 

iſt, You here Beg One Queſtion which is not granted 
you, namely, that “ the Reſidue of God's Church aye pray'd 
for in this Petition; and the Reaſon why they are not 
allow'd to be here pray'd for is, becauſe, the Prayer do's 
not connect them to the Perfons to be Baptiz d, by the 
Conjunction Copulative AND, ſo as unavoidably to deter- 
mine That g pray d for in the Petition 
adly, Another Reaſon why the Reſidue of God's Church 
is not here pray'd for, is, The Great Abſurdity which muft 
follow, if it ſhould be allow'd you they are pray'd for. 'This 
will be manifeſt by ſappoſing [but not granting] as you 
would have it, that the Word WITH in this Petition is 
Equivalent in every reſpect to the Word AND; for then, 
your Petition, relating to Perſons to be Baptiz d, would be 
the Same as if it ſtood thus © Give them GRACE & te be 
* REGENERATE, &. — by BAPTISM THAT" 
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« They AND the Reſidue of thy Church may together Par. 


« take of thy Everlaſting Kingdom”. In which Words 'ti 
plain, That the Means or Condition of Obtaining the End 
or Reward, viz. to partake of God's Everlaſting Kingdom 
is, The Baptiſm of the Perſons to be Baptized ; This Cie 
dition or Means as it indubitably relates to the Perſons to 
be Baptiz d, So it do's as certainly, in this your deſired 
Manner of Wording, equally relate to the Reſidue of God's 
Church, by reaſon of their cloſe Connection by the Word 
AND to the Perſons to be Baptiz d; And therefore, the 
Reſidue of the Church's obtaining a Participation of God's 
everlaſting Kingdom, 1s by you made to depend on the 
Condition or Means of the Baptiſm of the Perſons to be Bap- 
tiz d, if your Word WITH, in your Suppoſed Prayer, 
ſhould be allow'd [as you wou'd have it] to be Compleatly 
the Same in Senſe as the Word AND; which proves the 
Abſurdity of this your Compoſed Prayer, when taken in 
the Meaning to which you would apply it; for, tis moſt 
certain, The Baptiſm of Theſe Perſons in your Compos'd 
Prayer 15 no where appointed to be the Means or Condition 
of the Reſidue's obtaining that Kingdom. But, 

z3dly, The Church of Zngland's Manner of Praying for 
Perſons Baptized, has nothing at all of This Abſurdity when 
ſhe mentions © The Reſidue of the Church in her Prayer 
for the Baptized Perſon; which if you had attended to, 
might have Convinc'd you that in ſuch her Prayer She 
do's not pray for That Reſidue, but only for the Perſon 
baptiz d, when at the ſame time She uſes the Word WITH; 
Her Words are, ; 

« SO THAT finally WITH the Reſidue of thy Holy 
« Church, HE MAY BE an Inberitour of thine everlaſting 
« Kingdom ” *. | 

In which Prayer 'tis manifeſt to a Demonſtration, that, 
tho' the Word WITH is inſerted, yet The Reſidue of the 
Holy Church is not at all E for, the whole Petition 
running only in the 2 ar Number, in behalf of the 
Baptized Infant, that © HE may be an Inberitour of thine 
« FEverlaſtine Kingdom; which Compleatly determines the 
Extent of the Petition, that it takes in no Other Perſon 
as pray'd for than the Infant; for, if the Church of Eng- 
land had here meant to pray for the Reſidue of the ns 

an 
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* Miniftration of Publick Baptiſm of Infants. And Mi- 
niftration of Private Baptiſm of Children. 
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and the Infant too, She would have made her Petition 
© may be Inheritours in the Plural, which She has not 
done, but in the Singular, © may be an Inheritour” ; And 
conſequently, the Words © fnally WITH the Refidue 

« thy Holy Church ”, import no more, than, that At 55 
when the Reſidue of thy Church ſhall be FINALLY Reward- 
ed, the Baptized Infant may be Joyn'd to their Bleſſed 
Society, and be made an Inheritour of God's Everlaſting 
Kingdom in their Company. . | 

We ſee further, in this Prayer of the Church of Eng- 
land, for the Baptized Infant, that She pays no Regard to 
your Pretended Reaſon, That © the Reſidue of God's Church 
« are pray d for” « becauſe they want to partake of 
« the Everlaſting Kingdom; for, even if they want This, 
yet, the Church of England, omits to take notice of ſuch 
their Want ; She makes not their Want to be any Reaſon 
at all why to pray for them in that Prayer; She prays for 
no other than the Baptized Infant in the Singular Number, 
that“ HE. may be an Inberitour of the Heavenly Kingdom ” ; 
which is only in behalf of the Infant Bapriz'd, without 
praying for The Reſidue of the Church, Let their Want be 
ſuppos d what and as great as you will; 

But after all ; 'This Prayer do's not Speak of any Reſt 
due of the Church as in an Intermediate State of Il ant; So 
far from it, that the Reſidue here mentioned, is No Other 
than the Finally Bleſſed Reſidue in the Everlaſting King- 
dom, which excludes all Want whatſoever ; and therefore, 
they cannot be Said to be here pray'd for, upon the Score 
of their being in any State of Want, their na State on- 
iy being referr'd to, and the Prayer being made for the 

aptized Infant to be United to them in that Compleazly 
Happy State, And all this Shews the full Senſe of the Pray- 
er when put up for more Infants than One, That it is on- 
ly in Behalf of the Baptized Infants, and Not for the Reſi- 
ue of the Church ; 85 

Even fo, if any Devout Perſon in his Cloſet, ſhould uſe 
the Prayer for the Church militant, in the Church of Eng- 
land's Communion Service, and adapt it to his Private De- 
votion ; when he Comes to the Dibured Clauſe, he would, 
with ©* very Goed Senſe ”, and according to the Mind of. 
the Church, pray thus | 
Wes Beſeeching thee to give” me © Grace SO to follocv their 
* good Examples, THAT WITH THEM” I « may be 


Tis 


* a Partaker „ of thy Heavenly Kingdom. 
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Tis notorious, that he wou'd herein, pray only for him- 
ſelf to be a Partaker of the © Heavenly Kingdom in the 
Bleſſed Company of the Saints departed, which is all, that 
with any good Senſe, Could be meant by his Praying that 
« WITH THEM”; and this Shews, That *tis the Perlen 
praying who is the Only Perſon pray d for in this Petition; 
and 8 that, when more than One Perſon put 
up this Prayer, the Perſons fraying [WE may be Partakers] 
viz. We the Living, are the Only Perſons pray'd for, and 
therefore, not the Faithful Departed in this Petition, which 
moſt manifeſtly refers and has * to no Other than their 
Happy State in the Kingdom of Heaven, not at all to any 
State of Want whatſoever, that you would Suppoſe them 
now to be in, the Church of England making not the Leaft 
Mention of any Such 'Thing as their Want in this her 
Prayer. 


S CXXIII. V OU tell me, I affirm This Prayer “ 10 he 
« Nonſenſe, as INTERPRETED by the 
« Agreement; the Conſequence of which is that the Prayer in 
« tbe Scotiſh Liturgy muſt be Nonſenſe tos”. p. 59. 
But, hold Sir, you hurry too faſt. 
ift, The Prayer of the Scotiſb Lavurgy is not the Same as 
this Prayer, and therefore, your Conſequence do's not at 
all follow; : | 
zdly, Your Agreement has not interpreted This Prayer, 
in any Senſe to be a Prayer for the Dead; no, the Agree- 
ment is too Daſtardly to fix upon any Such Interpretation ; 
you and your Party have not had the Corrage in that Agree- 
ment, to determine that you mean the Clauſe in the Pray- 
er for the Church Militant to be a Prayer for the Dead; 
as any One may ſez in the 1ſt Article of that Agreement, 
1732, which is Compoy'd So, as to give no Diſpleaſure to the 
Enemies of Such Prayer; and therefore you Say nothing to 
any Senſible Purpoſe, when you talk of This Prayer's being 
« :nterpretex by the Agreement | | 
zaly, But your and your Dr. B s Interpretation of 
this Prayer, to be a Prayer for the Dead, I think I have 
prov'd is interpreting the Good Senſe of the Church of Eng- 
gland's Prayer, into Nonſenſe, and an Inconſiſtency with her 
Publick Acts as in p. 21, 44, 45, Cc. | 
athly and laſtly, your Agreement it ſelf Anno 1732, as 
it ſtands penn d and ſign d by you and your Party, I affirm 
to be Nonſenſe ; eſpecially, as it is pretended to be an Ade- 
quate Rational Means of Uniting thoſe who hold and inſiſt 
| upon 
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upon the Neceſſity of Reſtoring the Practice of the four 
Uſages, to yout Party who in fact refuſe So to reſtore their 
Practice: And the Reaſons I have already given for ſo 
affirming, in The Indiſpenſable Obligation, &c. I ſtill adhere 


And now after all your Labour and Toil, to prove a no- 
tarious truth, that the Church of England has Prayers 
for the Dead. 


g CXXIV. 1 Will lay before the Reader, your [ nconſiſtent 
Acknowledgements, which the Force of Truth 
extorts from you, and which are in effect your own Con- 
feſſons, That the Church of England has rejected Such 
Prayers. Thus, | : 

In your 36th Page You own, that you © Cannot diſcommend 
« the Churches LAY ING thoſe Prayers ASIDE in the Review 
« of K. Edward's Liturgy. It muft be ound our Prudent Re- 
« formers had Weighty Reaſons for proceeding in THIS MAN- 
« NER “. 

In your 37th Page you affirm © THIS Practice was in- 
« deed DISCONTINUED, pon Prudential Reaſons”. 

At your 38 th Page you lay It is no ſuch Wonder they 
« weſum'd they might LAY EM ASIDE *. 

Var 41ſt Page ſays, © The Church thought fit at that time 
% LEAVE OFF Expreſs Offering for them” —— — 
and Struck out of the Burial Office thoſe doubtful Expreſſions 
« which vere then by many believ'd to faveur Purgatory ” 

Theſe are Your Acknowledgments of the FACTS; 
Your Pretended Reaſons why they were done, avail no- 
thing, becauſe they are of no Significancy to abate from 
the Truth of THOSE FACTS; Here is full Confeſſion, of 
Laying Thoſe Prayers ASIDE, that they were DISCON- 
_ TINUED, LEFT OFF, and STRUCK OUT of the 

Burial Office ; This, in Corjunction with what I have pro- 
duced upon the Subject, abundantly proves that the Church. 
of England has rejected Prayers and Offering for the Dead; 
that She has them not in her Liturgy ; and thus you are 
a VERY EASY ADVERSARY, while you help to build 
ud, what you Endeavour to pull down and deſtroy, 

Let us now ſee your Performance upon 


H h IV. Tour 
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IV. Tour Pretended LAWFUL Uſe of 
MIXT Wine in the Celebration of the 
Enchariſt. | 


& (XXV. VU PON this Article I muſt premiſe, 
/ 1ft, That your Principle is, That This 
Mixture is not neceſſary, nor any Part of Chriſt's Inſtitu- 
tion; as in your firſt Scheme for a Coalition, a True Copy 
whereof I have now in my Cuſtody : [But this Error has 
long ago been refuted by the Excellent Writings of Bi- 
Mop Collier, Biſhop Griffin, Dr. Breit, Mr: Wagſtaffe, Sc. —] 
and therefore, Since this is Your Erroneous Notion ; Your 
pretending to prove the © Lawful Uſe of mixt Wine, 
will involve you in the Difficulty, &c. of endeavouring to 
rove, that tis Lawful to add to the Inſtituted MAT- 
ER of the Sacrament, another MATTER which is no 
Part of the Inſtitution, by your own Principle; for, if the 
Mixture is no Part of Chriſt's Inſtitution, as you held, 
then, according to you, Wine alone is the Inftituted Matter 
of the Euchariſtick Cup, and Conſequently, Water added 
thereto, will, by your Principle, be tho Addition. of an 
Uninſtituted Matter, to the Inſtituted Matter of the Sa- 
crament ; — which to endeavour to prove Lawfud, is a 


Novel Attempt in Divinity, and Such, as can be of no Be- 


nefit, but rather very detrimental in its Conſequences to 
the Church. 

2dly, I muſt premiſe, that Your Chief, Mr. H. G. as 
I have noted before in p. 98. 99. has branded the Practico 
of the Mixture, [among other Uſages,] to be Schiſmatical 
in the Church, and Rebellious in the State; and your ſaid 
Chief, and your Dr. R. R. have forbidden it as an wnlawfult 
Thing, as I have Shewn in my 45th Page, and neither 
the Ge nor the other has recanted theſe Cenſures; So 
far from it, that they Confirm their Adherence to Thoſe 
Cenſures, and that they hold the Mixture to be a Breach 
of their Church's Law, Since they ſtill refuſe and are 
afraid to mix openly in the Preſence of the Church. There- 
fore, your Attempt is to prove Lauful, That which your 
Brethren Term Unlacufil, and which your Primus Stigma - 
tizes with the Odious Characters of Schiſm and Rebellion 


zdly 


W 

zaly, That the Church of England do's not allow of 
the Mixture, Her Publick Authentick Acts do full prove, 
as I have ſhewn at large in the Indiſpenſible Obligation, Oc. 

Notwithſtanding all this, You Pretend to Prove I and 
« from the Authentictk Act, of that Church too] that the 
Practice of the Mixture is not Contrary. to * any Thing 
contain d in the Book of Common Prayer ”, &c. 
S CXXVI. V OUR firſt Setting forth is with a mani- 

I. ſeſt Fallacy, when in your 6oth Page 
you affirm, that L own a Rule © in one of” [the Church of 
England:]! Homilies, is a good Direction in the Interpretation 
« of the Communion Office” 
This Rule Dr. Brem in his Printed Letter to you, ap- 

als to, as an FA of your Communion Office — 

have tranſcrib'd the Rule at Length in my 59th Pape, 


and there, and in my Pages 60 and 61. I have expos'd 
the Doctor's Fallacy in appealing to this Rale ; and 11 the 
Reader will but peruſe thoſe three Pages, he will plainly 
ſee This your Fallacy alſo exposd; That I on not this 
Rule to Interpret as you u ould have it; and that your 
Communion Service when brought to the Teſt by this 
Rale, is found. to be deſtitute of the four Uſages, and there- 
fore of the Mixture which is One of them. | 


5 CXXVIL 7 OU Binext Fallacy is, reminding us of 

I the Complement paid to the Firſt Li- 
turgy, by « King Edward's Second Att of Uniformity” —— 
and of my Owning This Act to be a © Publick Act of 
the Church of Exgland, page 61. L 

But I have largely expos d this Fallacy, and prov'd, that 
The Compliment you are ſo much pleas'd with, is not the 
Publick Act of that Church : for which ſee my 225th, 226th, 
227th and 249th Pages. 89 


& CxXXVII. V OUR telling us of her Book of Homi- 
I «lies quoting a Paſſage of Juſtin Martyr, 
wherein Mention is made of the Aſixt Cup, is another of 
your Fallacies, ſufficiently expos'd in ye 218. 219. Pages. 
Jo which I further add here, that if this Paſſage's men- 
tioning the mim Cup, were a Proof that the Church of 
England retains the Practice of the Mixture, the Same 
Paflage ſpeaks of the Primitive Aſſemblies that they did 
5 K Au loses her and Offer Prayers” — which ſhews their 
Cuſtom of Standing at their Prayers; and this, for the 
Hh 2 Same 
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Same Reaſon, would prove, that the Church of England 
now has the Same Cuftom, tho” tis manifeſt to every One 
who knows her, that She has No Such Cuſtom in her Pub- 
lick Aſſemblies: And therefore, her mentioning theſe 
Things in her Quotation, is no Argument that She retains 
them in ber Practice. | 


6 CXXIX. OU Say the Church of England holds 
n the Loeiulaeſs of Mixt Wine, p. 66. 
But this is only ſaid by you and not prov'd; you have 
not produced, and indeed you Cannot produce any Pub- 
lick Act of hers to prove this. 25 


5 CXXX. O UR Fallacy upon the Preſent Rubrick, 
IDES et P. 66. is fully Laid Open, in my pages 
1th to 20tb. Is $7 A 


5 Cxxxl. 


ND your. Aſſertion of the “ Phraſe 
III © FRUIT OF THE VINE “s being 
underſtood of either mixt or pure Wine, © becauſe; there is 
« no Order for mixing in the Goſpels ', is a Falſity which 
has been abundantly detected in the Courſe of the Contro- 
verſy, and particularly by your Friend Mr. 7. V. in his 
Diſpute with Dr. Drake. THE Th 


$ CXXXII. VO appeal to“ The Opinions of the 
Tt ' ® Greateſt: Men” [as you call them] 
« im the Church of England, to ſhea fbe never intended to pro- 
«  bibit the Mixture p. 69. and yet about 11 Lines lower, 
you own [what I aſſert] That © they. are not the Church of 
« England”. Therefore, here is nothing prov'd from the 
Publick Acts of That Church: , - - 


S CXXXIII. PON the XIVth of the Canons. of 
1603, which — rohibits 

any Thing to be added to the MATTER of the Sacra- 
ment, you moſt unaccountably undertake, * it is highly rea- 
ſonable io affirm, the Additions they deſign d to forbid were 
© ſuch as were forbidden by the Primitive Church and NO 
« OTHER ; ſuch as were made by Hereticks of Old, as the 
putting OIL among the Bread, and offering CHEESE cvitb 
it ana the Like, which are juſtly to be condemn'd as manifeſt 
* Corruptions, and Deviations from the Inſtitution. But this ” 
Tyou ſay] “ can be ſaid of putting Water to the I ine 1 
152 not), Js on 


, 
* 1 
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But, pray Sir, what Publick Act of the Church of Eu- 
land have you got for her Thus Limiting the Canon; 


where do's She talk as you do, of Oil and Cheeſe? Vou 


have no Act of hers to ſupport this your Partiality. And 
therefore, If Water mixt with the Wine is [according to 
you and your Party] no Part of Chrift's Inftitution ; Then, 
Water, if mix'd with the Wine, 1s an Addition to the Sa- 
crament, as much as Oil is, among the Bread, and there- 
fore as much forbidden by this Canon, as Oil and Cheeſe 
are, it being as manifeſt a Corruption and Deviation from 
the Inſtitution as they are, if (according to you) Water 
is no Part of Our Saviour's Inſtitution. And That the 
Church of England, by this Canon, in Conjunction with 
her other publick Acts prohibits the Addition of Water, 
I have ſufficiently prov'd already in pages 96. 97. 

Her Preſent Gen is, the Resection of the old 
Water Rubrick; The Prohibition of any Other Rite than 
what's in her Common Prayer Book ; The Rite in that 
Book is no Other than of Hine, inſtead of Hine and Mater; 
Her Catechiſm teaches no other Than ine to be the In- 
ſtituted Matter of the Sacramental Cup; (your Dr. B——- 
with other impartial Searchers after EK mane whom, 
your Friend the Author of the Neceſſity of An Alteration} 
convinc'd of this, Order'd the Addition of Water to be 
made in that Catechiſm, in theſe Words © Bread and Wine 


„ MIX'D WITH WA'TER, which the Lord hath Grmmand- 


« ed to be received; inſtead of the Church of England's 
Words © Bread and Wine which the Lord, &*c.” ; which 
ſhews, They found in the Catechiſtick Doctrine of the 
Church of England, that no other 'Than WINE is acknow- 
ledg'd by that Church to be the Matter of the Sacramen- 
tal Cup; Her Canons own No other Than Vine; She has 
not ſo much as One Publick Act that admits of any Orbey 
Matter to be added to the Wine; and therefore, her Ca- 
nons of 1603, and all other her Publick Acts reject the 


Mixture of Wine and Water. 


$ CXXXIV. \ HIS Fact pinches fo hard, that you 
| and your Dr. Brett, betake your ſelves 

to the Wretched Quibble, That Vine mixt with Water is 
ine ſtill, and therefore, when the now Church of Eng- 
land Speaks of Wine, ſhe may rightly be underſtood to 
Speak of Vine mix d with Water ; this you frequently re- 
cur to; But The Same Church's Facts as above, oy 
the 
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the miſerable Falſchood of This New Invention relating 
to her; for, Her now Rubrick of Wine, is with the RE. 
JECTION of the Old WATER Rubrick, and therefore is 
of Wine with the Reje#ion of Water; So that, Her Fact 
reduces your new Invention concerning her, into Nonſenſe; 
For, you thereby make her to allow of Wine mix d with 
Water, but yet with her Rejection of the Water; allow 
at the ſame time what She rejects ; which is palpable Non- 
ſenſe, I am ſure She do's not allow to be in any of her 
Laws. And therefore, her Conſtitution now in Fact reje7t- 
ing Water, when her Rubricle enjoins Wine, cannot be 
Nn underſtood of ine mix d with Mauer; her Rubrical 

nguage is of Nine, . [not Wine and Water}; Water ad- 
ded thereto, is Conſequently in her preſent Language 
MORE than the Wine in that Rubrick ; So that, your 
Quibble of Wine mix'd with Water, is Wine Still, finds no 
Place in her Conſtitution, becauſe, tis not The Wine She 
enjoins, *tis more than Wine, *tis the Addition of another 
Matter to that Hine; "Tis not therefore Hor Wine, any 


more than Wine mix'd with Beer, Mum, Cyder, Mead, or 


any other drinkable Liquor would be ; all which Mixtures 
are Undoubtedly 4rinkable, but would not therefore be the 
Wine enjoin'd by the Church: Nay in the Honeſt Com- 
mon Acceptation of pur Zeb Word WINE, You your 
Self would not allow Such Mixtures of Wine and Vater, 
Wine and Beer, Wine and Mam, Et. to be Vine; if in 

urchaſing WINE a Merchant ſhould” put upon you ſuch 
Nlistures inſtead of Wine, it would provoke your Indig 
nation to a very high degree, if Such a Cheat upon Your 
Reproof of him, ſhould endeavour to Sham you off with 

our Own Quibble, by ſaying, Sir, You muſt own 

hat Wine mix'd with Water, &c. is Vine; therefore, 
when you order'd Wine, you order'd  Mixt Hine, and 80 


I have juſtly fery'd you as you order'd. 
& cxxxv. Y2 U Own-the Church of England's © Pro 

KL © ſent Rubrick to be UNLIKE. che 0/4 
One, becauſe the One HAS, andthe Other HAS NOT, an 


« Order for adminiſtring in MIX'D WINE ALONE ”. » 


This you acknowledge in ſo many Words at p. 65. 

But, how came you to ſay the OLD Rubrick' HAS an 
Order for © Mix'd Wine alone” ? Where did you find the 
Word, ALONE: Tis not in the Old Rubrick. You 
may Very juſtly Support the Addition of this Word here, 
by telling me, the Nature of a Rybrick is, that tis made 


to 
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to be Obey d in the Very Letter thereof, without any Ad- 

dition thereto, or Diminution therefrom, when a Church 
has no Law to add to it or take from it. The Letter of 
that old Rubrick was © Vine « putting thereto 
« , little Pure and Clean WATER”; and therefore, you 
rightly ſay © Alix d Wine alone: Even fo, for the Very 
Same Reaſon, Her preſent Rubrick is WINE ALONE; 
becauſe, tis WINE. in theVery Letter of the Rubrick, and 
the Church now has no Law to make any Addition there- 
to, but indeed the Very Contrary, Having thrown out the 
Water Rubrick, and forbidding any Addition; as her Laws 
before referr'd to,dodemonſtrate, and therefore, tis WINE 
ALONE ; Wine without any Addition of Water. Your 
Doctor Brett [as an honeſt Hiſtorian] has Confirm'd the 
Truth of This, by aſſuring us, that Calvin and his Followers 
began the Practice of Excluding Water from the Euchari- 
ſtick Cup © at Geneva, from whence [ſays the Doctor] it was 
« brought hither by BUCER, MARTYR,  FAGIUS, and 
« their Partizans, by whoſe Intereſt the WATER «was a 
« EXCLUDED from the-Sacramental Cup in the ENGLISH 
« LITURGY” [Differtatiqn p. $9.] And therefore as you 
own “ her preſent Rubrick to be UNLIKE the Old One, So 
their UNLIKENESS is as Great and Notorious, as is WA- 
TER and NO WATER; ard therefore, No Argument 
can be drawn from the Water in the old Rubrick, to prove 
that Water 1s contain'd and meant in Her preſent New Ru- 
brick, as you Vainly pretend it may, in the Same Page. 


6 CXEXXVI. 


© cluded” that 


O Support Your Agreement for a Pri- 
Vvuate Mixture, you ſay, it © Cant be Con- 
Tr Lord's * Diſciples ſacu him mix; pag. 


oy: 
; it, This falſe Nation puts you upon the Partialiiy of af- 
fitming of the Son of God, Wiſdom [in Prover. 1x. ] that 
« She firſt mingled Privately, and then dent Out, Sc.” when, 
the Truth is, there is not One Word in all the Text, nor 
any the Leaſt Intimation that ſhe © fir? mingled PRIVAT E- 
© LY”; nay, the very Contrary is Signified in the Text, 
for, the Offering Her Sacrifice and mingling ber Wine are men- 
tion'd rogers as done by her ar the Same time, which 
have no Aſpect of Private Facts, but rather of being done 
in Company, tlie Company of her Maidens whom She ſent 
forth, to publiſh this, and to Invite others to the Partici- 
pation thereof. The Text notoriouſly demonſtrates, that 
Wiſdom, whether by her own Voice, or by that of her 
| | Maidens 


[ 292 ] 


Maidens whom She ſent forth, publiſhes and proclaims to 
the Invited © The Wine which I have mingled ” Prov. ix 5. 
which is infallibly making known to them, the Mixture: 
The Invited might ſafely believe and rely on the Veracity 
of this Infallible Voice of the Son of God: This is Sufh- 
cient to obviate and prevent all Doubt and Scruple of the 
Reality of the Mixture's being made by him. But nothing 
like this Security can we have, from the Mouths of Declar'd 
Enemies of the Mixture, who promiſe no more than a Pri- 
vate Mixture for the future, and by Frailty, or bad Princi- 
ple may forget, or purpoſely neglect to keep Such Promiſe: 
which makes it neceſſary ſtill to inſiſt upon their mixing 
openly, to Secure us of the Truth and Reality of the Mix- 
ture, as the Wiſdom of The Father Secur'd the Invited in 
the Book of Proverbs. 

2dly, It is Argued in my 41ſt and 42d Pages, that the 
Apoſtles were * Witneſſes of ALL THINGS * which” 
Chrift © did both in the Land of the Jews and in Jeruſalem” 
Acts x. 59. Then Certainly © they were Witneſſes of his 
« Mixing”. This you oppoſe by referring us to the Con- 
text, viz. © That be went about doing good and healing all that 
« were oppreſs'd tvith the Devil”. So then“ [ſay you] © his 
« Miracles were the Things of which they were Wit 
« nefles, and this Text is Juſt as much to the Purpoſe, as, 
« Abraham Begat Iſaac”. 

Burt Sir, lay your Hand upon your Heart, and confider, 
whether The ALL "THINGS in the Text, can with any 
Truth be reſtrain'd to Our Lord's Airacles; and whether 
in this manner of Oppoſition, you do not deprive the A- 
poſtles of the Glory of their being choſen by Our Lord, 
to be His Witnefles of other his Facts relating to his Mi- 
niſtry, beſides his Miracles? The whole 'Tenour of the 
four Goſpels demonſtrates, that they were ſo, "Tis needleſs 
to enumerate all the other Particulars, of which they are 
there related to be his Witneſſes, every common Reader 
can do this, and Conſequently, can ſee the great Partiality 
in ſuch a way of Oppoſing; For, do not“ All Things” 
which Chriſt did, mean more than his Miracles ? Had 
— but ſufficiently regarded the Context produced by your 

elf, you muſt, even there have found more than his Ai. 
racles viz. His going about DOING GOOD “, which 

takes in his Teaching and Inſtructing with all other — 
0 
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of his Miniftry, for which he was ſent by his Father, and * 
to which They were Witneſſes. Particularly, were not the 
- Apoſtles Witneſſes of his Inſtituting the Sacrament of his 
Body and Blood? Is not this One of the Inftances of his 
Hoine Good”? And therefore One of the © All Things” 
of which the Apoſtles were Witnefles? Did he not Com- 
mit this Sacrament to their Truſt, to teach the Practice 
of it to all future Ages, till his Second Coming; 1 Cor. xi. 
26? Can it then {with any good Senſe] be ſuppoſed, that 
Our Lord hid from them, the Materials of this Sacra- 
ment, when they were to Teach the World what "Thoſe 
Materials were? No Certainly. St. Mattheey, One of the 
Apoſtles aſſures us, The Matter of the Sacramental Cup 
was The Fruit of the Vine”. Chap. xxvi. 29. Ile was One 
of our Lord's Choſen Witnefles, was preſent at the Inftitu- 
tion with the reſt of the Apoſtles; He gives us his Teſti- 
mony ; therefore he knew the Ingredients of the Cup, and 
muſt be a Witneſs, of our Lord's taking, Bleſſing, Ec. 
'Thoſe Ingredients, and Conſequently of our Saviour's Mix- 
ing the Vine and Water, which in the Jewh Language 
was Signified by the Fruit of the Vine, as has been full 
rov'd by your Friend Mr. . V. and the Catholick Churc 
feſlißes that Our Lord's Cup was of That Mixture. 
zdly, e pretend, of The Ancient Liturgies which 
“ aſſert Our Saviour mix d, they don't ſay be did it publickly”. 
71. 
g This is another of your Blinds; As if their not naming 
the Word PUBLICKL.Y, was an Argument, that they 
have not other Words, which neceſſarily infer Our Lord 
mix'd in the Preſence of his Apoftles : But, the Words 
themſelves of thoſe Liturgies, plainly expoſe 'This Fal- 
lacy, and the Vanity of endeavouring to Argue upon it. 
Doctor Brett's Collection of Liturgies, and other the Li- 
. of the Catholick Church, ſufficiently diſcover it, 
us: 

The Clementine Liturgy addreſſing to God in the moſt 
Solemn Act of Devotion, ſays of Chriſt © Having MIN- 
LED the Cup cvith Hine and Water and Bleſſed it, &c.“ 
þ- 9. of that Collection. This Teſtifies, that Chriſt him- 
ſelf mix'd. The Same, and the very Time when too in 

St. James's Liturgy © Likewiſe AFTER Supper HE 
took the Cup and MIXED it <vith Wine and Water ”. 2.16. 
The Same in 


St. Mark's Liturgy * HE took the Cup AFTER Supper, 
Ii | «and 
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„ 
and MIXING i: wwith Wine and Vater”. p. 36. His Mix- 
ing alſo in 

St. Baſil's © In like manner taking. MIXING, &. the Cup 
« f the Fruit of the Vine ”. p. 61. The Same, and the Time 
when 1n 

St. Baſil's. Alexandrian Liturgy « Likewiſe the Cup AF. 
« TER SUPPER : and having MIXED it with Wine and 
« Water”. p. 73. Again, His Mixing, in 

The Ethiopian Liturgy © Thou haſt mixed. p. $6. The 
Same 1n 

Neporius's Litur Ju like manner he MIXED the np 
« with I ine aud Water”. p. 95. The Same, and punctual 
Time, in 

Severus's Liturgy “ AFTER SUPPER be took the Cap 
« zxd MIXING it with Wine and Mater. p. 104. 

Thus far in Dr. Brett's Collection; Eight Liturgies aſ- 
ſert That Chriſt mixd; and Four of them expreſsly point 
out the Time, viz. © after Supper | 

In Renaudetius's Collection of Liturgies, Vol. It from p. 


15 to p. 155; And Fol. IId from p. * to p. 552, We 


have Thirty-Six Liturgies more, which Expreſsly aſſert 
that Our Lord mix d the Cup - Twenty of Theſe, in His 
Collection, Shew us the very Time when he mixd “ AF- 
« TER SUPPER ” : Add theſe to Dr. Brett's, and we have 
Forty Four Liturgies devoutly expreſſing the Faith of the 
Church, that Our Bleſſed Saviour MIX'D the Euchariſtick 
Cup; and Twenty four of them, determine the Time when 
he did ſo, viz. * AFTER SUPPER”; This Time of 
his Mixing, demonſtrates, that it was in the Preſence of his, 
Faithful Apoſtles with whom he Eat the Paſchal Supper ; 
for *tis Ridiculouſly abſurd to ſay, that he then departed 
from them to make a PRIVATE MIXTURE; or, that 
he broke up the Congregation of his Apoſtles, and dif- 
charg'd them from his Preſence till he ſhould privately mix, 
after Supper; either of theſe, would be extreamly abſurd 
to afhrm ; and therefore, theſe Apoſtles being preſent with 
him, after Supper, and he then mixing the Cup, Tis ma- 
nifeſt they his Congregation were Witneſſes of his making 
the Mixture: And Conſequently © The Ancient Liturgies 
« which aſſert our Savicur mix d', and that he did ſo © AF- 
« TER SUPPER”, do ſay as much, as if they had ſaid 
« That he did it PUBLICKL ”, becauſe, they ſay he did 
it, at ſuch a Remarkable Time, as that was, when, according 


to the Infallible Truth of the Holy Goſpels, bis Ipoſtles, 


the Witneſſes of © ALL. 'THINGS 7tbat be did” —= 
" 
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« iy Jeruſalem , were moſt certainly preſent with him, 
and therefore he did it Publickly, even according to thoſe 
Liturgies: 

He Commanded his Apoſtles [1 Cor. xi. 25“ THIS DO 
« YE”; which Oblig'd them and their Succeſſors to mix, 
ſo as he had done, that their Congregations might alſo 
know it, which moft Certainly Condemns Your Promiſe 
of no other than a Private Mixture ; Private to be hid 
from the 1 Private that the Enemies of the 
Mixture 1 * diſpleaſed; and this Promiſe made by 
the Known Enemies of the Mixture, who have endeavour'd 
to hinder and root out its Practice; who have expreſs d no 
Repentance for this Their Endeavour; and who ſtill re- 
fuſe ro give any Sign of Such Repentance by an Open Mir - 
tue in the Preſence of the Church; which renders their 
Very Promiſe it ſelf Suſpicious, and much more their 'Ful- 
filling of it; and makes their Breach thereof (if through 
Forgetfulnets, or ſomething worſe, it ſhould ever happen) 
to be without Remedy or any Means of Amendment, for 
Want of Diſcovery. 


S CXXXVII. O Support This Dark Equivalent to 

5 no decurity for any] Mixture, you 
would draw in St. uin Hartyr; at p. 72. 

But in his Days, there were no ſuch Promis'd Private 
Mixtures, By Catholick Chriſtians acquieſc'd in, aud indulg'd 
to the An, declar'd, impenitent Enemies of the Mixture, as 
in your Clandeſtine Agreement. 

r. Brett has long Since ſhewn, that this Paſſage, join'd 
to the Context af dt. Juin [omitted by you] is an Argu- 
ment, That the Mixture was Then Openly made; as may be 
ſeen in his Pgſt-Seript to 'the Neceſſary Cſe of Tradition at p. 
176. and in his DMeirtation p. 98. 99. And the Doctor 
when Treating with your Party, Commendably withſtood 
their Propoſal for a Private Mixture, for This, among other 
200 Reiſbns fas iu my 41 Page!] 'Becauſe we learn [ſays 

e] * from TUSTIN MARTYR, and the Antient -Litu;- 


«pies, That it was always mix'd OPENLY ”. This Wit- 


neſs is True! his Then Honeſty, Diligence, and good Capaci- 


ty, tor the Diſcovery aud Manifeſtation of This Truth, 


being unqueſtionable. And therefore, Sir, upon all theſe 
Confiderations, — nin Martyr is no Advoeate for your 


 Clandeftine Agreement for a Private Mixture, 


Iiz S CXXXVIIL 
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E CXXXVIII. ET you run on, and “ infer, There 
« was neither à Rubrick for the Mix- 

* ture, ordering it to be done Publickly, nor MENTION 
« MADE OF IT WHEN THE INSTITUTION WAS 
« RECITED IN THE LITURGIES OF THOSE 
« 'TIMES “. at your p. 72. 

iſt, Your Aſſertion mark'd with Capitals I have refuted 
in the zd Article of my & CXXXVI. wherein I have 
prov'd againſt you, that Mention is made of Our Lord's 
Publick Mixture, in the Antient Liturgies. But as for there 
being © No Rubrick ”, Oe. | 

2dly, All the Eccleſiaſtical Laws of the Eaſtern Churches 
preſcribe the Mixing of Water with the Wine, as Renau- 
dotius aſſures us, Vol. I. of his Collection of the Oriental 
Liturgies, pag. 194. So do the Laws of the Weſtern Church 
too, as is manifeſt in the Miſſale Romanum; The Laws of 
the 3d Council of Carthage, Can. 24; Of the Council of 
Braga Can. 1; of the Council of Auxerre, Can. 8. 
and of the Trullan Council, Can. 32. Appoint the Same; 
and this Laſt Ordains the Biſhop or Prieſt who do's not 
mix, to be depos'd, as One who imperfe#ly repreſents the 
Myſtery, and an Innovator upon that which was DELIVER'D. 
Here are Laws of the Univerſal Church of Chriſt ; Laws 
are made to be obey'd, and to detect the Delinquents who 
refuſe Obedience; they therefore infer Room for inform- 
ing againſt the Offenders, and therefore, that the Facts of 
Mixing or not Mixing were not ſuch as your Private Mix- 
ture, againſt the Omiſſion whereof there is no Room to in- 
form; and Conſequently, theſe Laws infer the Open Ma- 
nifeſtation of their mixing the Cup. And what are theſe 
Laws elſe but Rubricks? Their Being in or out of the 
Liturgies themſelves, is the Same Thing, They are Ru- 
bricks till, ſo long as they are Orders, or Rules appointing 
the Mixture. But 

3dly, Many of the Liturgies themſelves have alſo Ex- 
preſs Rubricks enjoining the Mixture ; For, the Same Au- 
thor Deſcribes particularly the Rubricks, which appoint 
the Rites and Words to be uſed by the Prieſt: Thus, 

* He takes the Cup and ſays, I will receive the Cup of 
44 Salvation, I will call upon the Name of the Lord, and 
« I will pay my Vows unto the Lord ”. 


( He 


1 


—B In 


* dee Ordo Communis Liturgia. Vol. IL p. 3. 4. 
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« Fe Pours Wine into the Cup and ſays, Alſo this Wine 
« which is a Type of the Blood, which flow'd for us, out 
« of the Side of thy beloved Son Jeſus Chriſt our Lord, I 
« pour into this Cup, the Cup of Salvation, in the Name 
« of the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Ghoſt, 
« Amen“. | 

« Fe mixes a little Water with the Wine and ſays, Like- 
« wiſe This Water which is a Type of That Water, 
« which flow'd for us, out of the Side of thy Beloved Son 
« Tefus Chriſt our Lord, I mix in this Cup, the Cup of 
« Salvation, In the Name of the Father, and of the Son, 
« and of the Holy Ghoſt, Amen“. 

This is done in the Preſence of the Perple ; for, the Ru- 
bricks a little before, ſhew that the Prieſt 1s at the Altar, 
and that There he Turns to the People, and ſays to em 
« Pray ye to the Lord for me. p. 2. | 

So, in Another General Order bcfore the Canon * 'The 
Prieſt, When He mixes the Wine and Mater in the Cup, 
« ſays, O Lord, Unite this Water with this Wine, as th 
« Divinity is Uniced to the Humanity. This The Pri 
do's alſo at the Altar, and therefore in the Preſence of the 
Pcople. 

Jour Dr. Brett alſo, in his Collection of Liturgies at 

. 42. refers us to The Rubrick in St. Chryſoſtom's Liturgy 
[bus « After the Bread and Cup have been feces #pon the 
« Altar, Into which Cup the Deacon had poured Fine 
« and Water”, c. But in Goar's Euchologium at Page 
Gr. That Rubrick before the Canon Stands Thus. 

« And the Deacon pours Ii ine and Water together into the 
« Holy Cup, after having firſt ſaid to the Prieſt, Sir, Bleſs”. 

Thus much for the Expreſs Rubricks of the Eaftern 
Churches. And As for the Weſtern, all the Chriſtian 
World knows Her Rubrick for the Mixture is © The 
„ Deacon Serves WINE, The Sub-deacon WATER in the 
« Cup” : [This is done Publickiy in the 5 of the Con- 
gregation] And the Prieſt © Bleſſes -þ- the Water to be mix d 
« in the Cup, ſaying ”, | 

« O God, who didſt wonderfully Create the Dignity of 
Humane Nature, and more wonderfully Reform and Re- 
« ftore it: Grant us, by the Myſtery of This Water and 
« Wine, to be Partakers of his Divinity, who Conde- 


ſcended 


2 


— 


* See Alus Ordo Generalis Liturgia. Vol. II. p. 12. 
1 Ordo Miſſæ. | 
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« ſcended to partake of our Humanity, Jeſus Chriſt Thy 
4 Son Our Lord: who with Thee and the Holy Ghoſt 
« liveth and reigneth ever One God, World without Eng 
«© Amen”. | 

Thus we have Laws and manifeſt Rubricks of the Ca- 
tholick Church, Eaftern and Weſtern, to mix the Cup 
Publickly. | : 

Athly, The miniftring Prieſt every Time of his officia- 
ting, being bound to utter before God in the moſt Solemn 
manner, his Faith, profeſſing that the Son of God himſelf 
mird the Cup, as in the Numerous Eaftern Liturgies re- 
offerr'd to in my & CXXXVI, lays a Stronger Obligation 


upon the Prieſt to make ſure that the Mixture is made, 


than Any meer Eccleftaftical Rubrick can do; becauſe, it 
conſtantly reminds him to do as Chriſt did, Which conſtant 
Remembrance, is not ſo likely to be kept up by a meer 
Rubrick, which he may chance not always to Read when he 
officiates : So Likewiſe, 'The many Eaftern Liturgies Over 
and above this, in the Daily Prayers of Invocation of tlic 
Holy Ghoſt, not Lerming the Contents of the Cup by tlie 


Name of WINE, but © Miſtum quod eft in hoc Calite ” 


« The MIX'T” Wine © which is in this Cup ”, as Renaudo- 
tins [Vol. I. p. 194-] aſſures us, and as I find Expreſsly, 
in One and Twenty of Thoſe Liturgies in his Vol. II. from 
pag. 33. to pag. 534; To which Prayer of Invocation 
Take notice Sir,] The PEOPLE Anſwer Amen, which 
abundantly proves they are Witneſſes, The Officiating Prieſt 
declares before God that the Contents of the Sacred Cup 
are Wine and Water mix d; 1 ſay, This Conſtantly repeated 
by the Prieſt, in /o Serious and Solemn an Addreſs to God, is 
a moſt Cogent Enforcement of his Duty upon his Conſci- 
ence, to take care of the Certainty of the Mixture, that he 
may not Lie to the Holy Ghoſt ; and tis a Sacred Declaration, 
in the Preſence of God, made to the People, that The mixture 
of Wine and Water is really in the Cup: All theſe Things 
together taken, and duly weigh'd and conſider d, do abiin- 
dantly fruſtrate every Inference you would draw in favour 
of your Unexampled, Novel, never, before now, heard of, M him, 
of Admitting as ſufficient, The Promiſe of ENEMIE 5s 
of the Mixture, that they will but Privately Mix; 'Enc- 
mies who have induftriouſly exerted their Power to root 
but the Practice; + whoſe affected Clandeſtine Promiſe to 
make no Other than a Private Mixture, is but perſonal, 
extends not to future Poſterity, is no Eccleſiaſtical Lac, or 
Rabrick, to Oblige the Conſcience ef any other m__—_ 
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ſtrators to mix; whoſe Church to whom they belong has 
no Such Law or Rubrick; whoſe Liturgy, has not the Leaſt 
Profeſſion of the Adminiſtrator's Acknowledgment that Chriſt 
himſelf did mix, nor any, ſo much as but implied, much, 
leſs Expreſs Prayer to God, declaring Sacredly to him and 
his People that the Mixture is in the Cup; And Laſtly, in, 
whoſe. Church therefore, there is not the Leaſt Parallel, 
to the Tradition, Doctrine, Laws, Rubricks, and Liturgick De- 
votions of the Primitive and Univerſal Church, relating to, 
and ſecuring the Practice of the Mixture: Conſequently, 
your Clandeſtine Agreement about ſuch a. Circumſtantiated 
Promiſe of no more than Privately to mix, is no SECURI- 
TY to the Church, that the Mixture is now at any time, 
or ſhall be hereafter, at all made, and therefore ought to 
be rejected, as a modern dangerous Invention, which has 
N to ſupport it in the Catholick Church 

ri ä 


$& CXXXIX. render this Crude Novelty ſomething 
more Palatable, you tell us of your 
Clandeſtine Agreement It is not meant, that. ſuch who in 
A modeſt and peaceable manner deſire it, ſhall be Binder d from 
« ſeeing the Water put into the Cup and other Veſſels, before 
* Divine Service begins”. p. 73- 
But, Sir, This gives no Security to the whole; Congrega - 
tion: Nor do's it Secure againſt the Prieſt's Neglect, when 
15 ſuch modeſt N 8 to ſee it. The au and 
ndiſpenſible Neceſſity of Openly, mixing is now Strongly en- 
forc d 50 your Pal zealous Oppoſitiont lately made — 2 
it; by their teaching the People tis Popery; by your Peo- 
ple's prophane ridiculing it in their Common Converſation; 
and alſo by your Own affirming it, to be No Part of Chriſt's 
Inſtitution. "Theſe Unchriſtian Affronts upon this Holy 
Myſtery, demand and require it as matter of Duty, that 
ſome Publick Amends ſhould be made to it's Rgligious 
Dignity and Honour, and to the Support thereof in the 
Church to future Poſterity ; which, Since your Party will 
not preach up The. NECESSITY ”* of its Practice, can- 
not now be done, but by their Openly mixing at leaſt, to 
Cure, in ſome meaſure, thei r miſinform d People, and to 
prevent all Suſpicions, which otherwiſe may be entertain'd, 
of their own Continued Enmity, and Conſequently of their 
RELAPSE into the Total Negleck of it. 


en 
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5 CXL. Be tha I conclude This Article, I muſt 
| | turn back to a preceding Part of your Ap- 
pendix, where you Open to us Such a Scene, as demonſtrates 
how inconſiſtent you are, in your Notions of the Eucha- 
riſtick Cup: for there we find 
No. 1. Your Endeavour to prove the Mixture © q. 
« uſed in the Time of the Apoſtles aud by the © Very A4jo- 
« files themſelves” p. 62, 63, 64 
No. 2. That it“ Spread it ſef over the whole Chriſtian 

4 Forld” -—— © VERY SOON after the Apoſtles, p. 64. 
Do. 3. Your Strong Demand © from whom con'd the A. 
de poſtles derive this Practice but from CHRIST HIMSELF, 
« whoſe GREAT EXAMPLE they were CAREFUL TO 
D 
No. 4. Your declared Thoughts“ hat whoever Raſt. 
« ly maintains the Uſe of the mixt Wine to be a Depraving of 
« the Euchariſt, and the Primitive and Apoſtolical bes to 
* have ſimd in uſing it, INTERNALLY Cuts himſelf of 
« from the Catholick and Apoſtolic Church, and therehy great- 
« Iy endangers his Salvation; however EXTERNALLY be 
@ may Communicate with any part of the Preſent Church ”, 
page 65; And yet, | 
Do. 5. Your Aſſertion in the ſame Page concerning 
Our Bleſſed Saviour himſelf, that This Practice was “ not 
« ENJOIN'D by him as an Eſſential Part of the Inftitution, 
« becaufe not EXPRESSLY mention'd in Scripture ”. All 
this, taken in Conjunction with 

No. 6. Your Aſſertion in your 71ſt Page, That © it 
« Can't be Concluded, That his Diſciples ſaw him do it 7 
with 

No. 7. Your Attempt to prove, p. 71, 72. that they 
were not Witneſſe of his Mixing; and 

No. 8. Laſtly, Your Known Declaration; That you 
Believe the Mixinre to be in its Own Nature Indifferent, 
« and not at all necceſſary, or ANY PART OF OUR SA- 
« VIOUR'S INOTITUTION“, as your firft Scheme for 
a Coalition, whereof I have an Exact Copy, has fully made 


appear. © e 
All theſe together taken, do manifeſtly diſcover in you, 
a Strange Odd Medley Compoſition of Truth and Error 
about the. Same Religions Practice, with Such an Unac- 
countable Prompeinuds to judge Men in the Deplorable 
State of a Spiritual Anathema, an Internal Separation 
from the Catholick and Apoſtolick Church, as puſhes you 
al 
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at unawares to declare Men Thus Excommunicate, for act- 
ing up to the full natural Conſequences of yout Oun Dar- 
ling Principles For, when we range and ſet 'Theſe 
Things together in their proper Order, we have here, in 
the Principal Article of The Material Subſtance of a Sacra- 
ment; 

Chriſt himſelf gives to his Apoſtles His EXAMPLE 
of mixing the Sacramental Cup; for, they © derive this 
* Prattice from him; His Great Example they were CARE- 
FUL yo follow No 3 This is a Glorious Truth: And, 
Tho' EXAMPLE is a Fact Evident to the Senſes of Thoſe 
unto whom it is immediately deriy'd, yet notwithſtanding, 
on the other hand © I cannot be Concluded, that his Diſci- 

es ſaw him do it No. 6. They were not Witneſſes 
of it No. 5. A Wretched Error in Oppoſition to that 
Glorious Truth—— Again 

* The Apoſtles derive this Prafice 5 e im CHRIST 
* HIMSELF whoſe GREAT EXAMPLE they <wwere 
* CAREFUL to follaw”; No 3: It © was uſed in the 
time of the Apoſtles” —— and by the © Very Apoſtles 
* themſeloes” ; No 1: It © ſpread it (elf over the WHOLE 
* CHRISTIAN World” Fer ſoon aftfr the Apo- 
* ftles*”; No 2: Which being true, are flagrant Proofs 
of the Neceſſity of it as an Inſtitution of Chriſt, it being 
abſurd, and no ways agreeable with Piety to affirm, that in 
So high an Inſtance, as is the Very MA of a Chri- 
ſtian Sacrament, The Apoſtles themſelves would be“ Care- 
« ful” to [nnovate, and that the bole Chriſtian World Very 
« Joon after them, would practice the Innovation, by the 
Addition of any other Subſtance, than what was Iuſtituted 
by our Lord himſef 

Chriſt's Great Example of Taking Bread and ſaying DO 
THIS, prove his Divine Inſtitution of the Bread; His 
Great Example Alſo of making the Mixture, [which you 
affirm by your ſtrong Interrogation No 3.] and his Saying 
* This Do ye”, do Likewiſe prove his Divine 1ſtitution 
of the Mixture; The Apoſtles being © Careful to follow 
« His Great Example” in this Practice, was their Care to 
Obey His Inſtitution, and its being Spread © over the whole 
« Chriſtian World” Jer foon after the Apoſtles , 
infers the Same; and all this demonſtrates Its Neceſſity: 
Theſe axe the Juſt Conſequcuces of The Truths you en- 
deavour to Support in No. 1. 2. 3. aforemention'd ; but 
yet we find you can Hold the direct Contrary Errors, That 
* the Mixture s NOT AT ALL zeceſſary, or ANY 
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« PART of Our Saviour's INSTITUTION ”, as in No. g. 
That it was “ not enjoin'd by him as an Eſſential Part of the 
« Inſtitution, becauſe not EX*RESSLY mention'd in Scvip- 
« tre; No. 5. What! The“ Great Example of Chriſt 
himſelf “ not Neceſſary in the Important Article of the 
MAT'TER of the Sacramental Cup ? The Great Example 
of Chriſt himſelf no Part of Our Saviour's Inſti: ution, tho 
deriv'd to the Apoſtles from him? Let not ſuch teaching 
be heard in the Chriſtian Church, left we Sink into the 
Dark Abyſs of Puakeriſm it ſelf ! 

But you'd have it © Not enjoin'd by him as an Eſſential 
« Part of the Inſtitution, becauſe NO'T EXPRESSLY men- 
« tion d in Scripture” No. 5. Egregious, What, are all 
the Neceſſary Practices of Chriſtianity EXPRESSLY men- 
tion'd in Scripture ? Is nothing in our moſt Holy Religion 
Neceſſary to us, but what is Expreſsly there? Will you ſtand 
by this frequently exploded, this Enthuſiaſtical Pretence to 
Hertoning ? Is not eee Is not Infant Baptiſm, Neceſ- 
ſary in the Church of Chriſt, are they Not Divine Inftitu- 
tions, tho' they are not © Expreſaly mention d in Scripture ” ? 
It is Sufficient that Theſe Inftitutions are fully prov'd to 
be Divine, by juſt Inferences drawn from the Holy Scrip- 
ture, as interpreted by the Conſentient Practice of the Pri- 
mitive and Univerſal Church; and So alſo is the Divine 
Inſtitution of the Euchariſtick mixt Cup, and Conſequently, 

hat It is Our Indiſpenſible, Our Neceſſary Duty, if it were 
not EXPRESSLY mention d in Scripture ”, 

Your Aſſertion that it is “ not Expreſily there, is 
another of your Errors, Long Since Obviated by Ancient 
and modern Expoſitors : For, Wiſdom, the Eternal Son of 
the Father, EXPRESSLY Invites, and thereby commands 
us, to Drink of the Wine which” he has « MINGLED ” 
Prov. ix. J "Tis Prophetick of the Holy Sacrament of 
Chriſt's, Body and Blood, and therefore, of the Matter of 
the Euchariftick Cup; This, as well as all other Scripture 
before gran, Fo Our Lord, muſt needs be fulfill'd ; and 
therefore, the Mixture is a neceſſary Expreſs Part of Chriſt's 
Inſtitution, and *tis Neceſſary for us to Obey this Command 
by Drinking of the Wine which he has. Mingled :#Your 
Oppoſitions againſt this Text are all of em inſignificant, 

he Holy Primitive Biſhop and Martyr St. Cyprian, and 
other Expoſitors Ancient and modern are againſt you; and 
therefore, you are but in an Error, when you affirm the 
Mixture is not Expreſsly mention'd in Scripture, 1 
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And now, Sir, as to your Promptitude to Judge men Ex- 

communicate 'The Sins you ſtrike at No 4. are the 
Natural Conſequences of your own Notion of the Mixture; 
For, If your Aſſertion That the Mixture is“ NOT AT 
« ALL NECESSARY, OR ANY PART OF OUR SA- 
« VIOURS INSTITUTION ” Were True, then tis plain, 
That Wine Alone would have been the whole MATTER 
of his Inſtituted Cup, therefore Water would have been an 
Addition of an Uninſtituted Matter, to the Inſtituted Mat- 
ter of the Cup; this would have been an Innovated © de- 
« praving of the Au ”; This muſt have been a Sin, 
becauſe, No Man has Authority or Licence to Innovate 
upon the Inſtituted MATTER of a Sacrament, either by 
Subſtraction from it, or by adding any uninſtituted Mat- 
ter thereto; this is Evident by the Primitive and Univer- 
ſal Church's conſtantly Warding againſt all ſuch Innova- 
tions whatſoeyer, and therefore, If your“ Not at all neceſ- 
« ſary”, &c. as above, were True, of the Mixture; The 
“ Primitive and Apuſtolick Fathers would © have ſinr'd in 
« Uſing it”. Theſe are the miſerable but withal the Natu- 
ral Conſequences of your Own "Tenet ; you eſteem the Man 
Internally Cut off from the Catholick and Apoſtolick Church, 
who maintains 'Theſe Conſequences ; And thus at Unawwares 
you Cenſure as Excommunicate, thoſe who Act up to the Na- 
tural Conſequences of your Qwn Declared Principles. 

To Eſcape all This Inconſiſtency, It would better be- 
come you, always to bear in mind, and act accordingly; 
that it was Corrupt Popery that firſt dared ro pronounce the 
Mixture Not Neceſſary as the MATTER of the Sacra- 
ment; That the Apoſtles Deriv'd it from the Great Exam- 


ple of Chrift himſelf; That They were Careful to follow 


this Great Examfle, That © it. ſpread it ſelf over the 
whole Chriſtian World Primitive and down to this Day, 
throughout all Ages of the Church; And this, if you pro- 
ceeded no farther, might Convince you of its Divine 

Original and Inſtitution, and 3 „that it is Strictl 

neceſſary, at all times to be obſery'd by us. But, if wit 
an Acknowledgment of ſome of the Truths relating to 
This Point, you will hold and profeſs the Iuconſiſtent and 
contrary Errors, you muſt in thoſe Inſtances be look'd up- 
on as an Object rather of Pity than Eft-em ; for, we muſt 
not blindly give up our Reaſon and Underſtanding to the 
rk Guidance of Novel Determinations, in Contradiction 
to the Neceflaries of our moſt Holy Religion; ſuch De- 
terminations being utterly FRO of any Foundation l n 
* RG 
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the Holy Scripture, and of any the Leaft Countenance in 
the Doctrine and Practice of the Primitive and Univerſal 
Church — which are infinitely ſuperior to any Modern 
Guidance whatſoever. 

Let us now take a ſhort View of your Endeavours to 
Support 


NN N RET 


V. Your Claim of the Eugliſh Conſtitutio- 
nal Authority, to Reſolve all“ Doubts 
« coxcerning the Manner how to UN- 
„ DERSTAND, do and execute the 
% Things contained in The Legally 
Eſt bliſh'd Common-Prayer-Book, 


& CXLI. Y Have largely ſhew'd in my & XXI from p. 
| 32 to p. 39, and in my & XLIV. p. 113. 
That you have not any ſuch Conſtitutional Authority; and 
farther, that if you had ſuch Authority, yet even this 
would not Support the Scheme of your Clandeſtine Agree- 
ment, as in my 7 54: "4 * EA 

Againſt all which, you put the Caſe [ſpoken of in Dr. 
Barwich's Life] of a Deſign which was on foot while K. 
Charles the IId was in Exile, © to Continue the Epiſcopal Succeſ- 
% fen; That the King conſented thereto, and wiſh'd the 
«* Conſecrations mioht be ſpeedily made” ; That then, if that 
King Had not been reſter d, and not only new Biſbops had 
« been conſecrated, but alſo the old Ones had been dead; The 
« ueſtien ii Say you] © evhether ſuch Biſhops qvonld not 
« bave ſucceeded to the ſame Spiritual Rights, Privileges and 
« Powers, their Pr-dec:ſſors enjoy d before them ”. pag. 74. 
As if this were applicable to your Claim of the Engli 
Conſtitutional Authority: In order therefore to break 
through and Scatter the falſe Appearance of this but Gild- 
ed Cloud, 

I anſw er to your Caſe and your Queſtion too, 

Iſt, That your Cafe is fallacicuſiy put, becauſe the great 
Article thereof, is drop'd and hid from your Reader, For, 
in Dr. Barwick's Life, Engliſh Edition, at p. 200. 203. 

210. 
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210, 211. 240. 241. 245- 247. 248. And by the Letters 
in the Appendix thereto, at p. 411. 416. 417. 418. 419. 
424+ 431. 439. 440. 448. 452. Lis manifeſt be; ond Con- 
tradiction, That the Deſign was “to Continue the Epiſcopal 
« Yucceſſion ” by FILLING UP the Vacant Sees; they 
had no other Scheme than That of a Dioceſan Epiſcopacy : 
This Deſign was carrying on with the utmoſt Scrupuloſity, 
to Complear ir ſo, as that it might, as far as poſſible, come 
up to the Very Letter of the Engliſh Law, and the Rules | 
of the Catholick Church. This, of Their Deſign to Fill 
up the Vacant Sees, by a Dioceſan Epiſcopacy, you paſs = 
over in profound Silence, and you well know, That the | 
Caſe of your Party is not at all parallel thereto! and 
therefore : 
2dly, Your Queſtion is nothing to the Point in your Fa- 
your ; for, whatſoever Engliſh Conſtitutional . Rights, Pri- 
« vileges and Poxvers ”, Thoſe Dioceſan Biſhops might be 
ſuppoſed to have Succeeded to, upon the Account of their 
Succeſſion to the Vacant Dicceſſes, Your Party Can have no 
Claim to Thoſe Conſtitutional Powers, becauſe, 
no Such Dioceſan Biſhops, as they were defign'd to have 
been; The Conſtitutional Powers in Truth, belon ing ta 


no other, than Dioceſan Biſhops, by the Laws of the Church 
and State of England. 


6 CXLII. 


you have 


OU Say of the Conſecrators of Thoſe 

| Deſign d Biſhops * Tho' they could not do 

« what they won d, yet they were UNDOUBTEDLY 
« BOUND 70 Co what they cou d in Obedience to the Laws of 
4 their Country”. © and if they had done this, the Biſhops fo 
« conſecrated by them, had in Common Senſe and Reaſon, tho 
« not according to the Very Letter of the Law, been as Rightful 
« and Lawful Biſhops as themſelves ”. pag. 75 This of be- 
ing “ Undoubtedly Bound to do what they Gou'd ”, is, in the 
Senſe of the Law, a Very Great Truth — But your “ FF 

they bad done this, &c. is not a Suppoſition applicable 
to your Caſe, For, Your Party were alſo ! Undoubtedly 
« boxnd to do what they Cou'd”, And have not done fo in 
Several main Inftances within their Power and Capacity. 
You know this, in your Own Conſcience ; Compel me 
not, by any Paſſionate Detractions from my Veracity in this 
Matter, to name all the Particulars : I know them perfe&- 
ly well and can prove them: And therefore, the Caſe of 
your Party is not a Parallel to the Caſe of Thoſe Deſign- 
ed Biſhops who were to fill up the Vacant Dioceſes. 


Ss CXLIIL 
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S CXLIIL V OU kindle exceſſively, and flame out 
Y into Violent 2 at your 75th 
Page, for my having deſcribed a Legal Dioceſan Biſhop of 
the Church of England in my 37th and 3Sth Pages: But 
That Deſcription will ſtand your Fire. Spend it not then 
in Vain, where it can do no Execution. Cool your Self 
into a Calmer Temper, and then your Reaton may chance 
to ſee the Juſt Motives for that Deſcription ; and, that it 
is a Genuin Teſt, whereby to try of what Kind is the 
Claim of Thoſe, who ellis to Themſelves the Prero- 
atives of a Conſtitutional Authority, which was never con- 
Erred on them, : | 


S CXLIV. OU 80 on for ſeveral Pages more, mak- 

| ing Suppoſitions with relation to the a- 
foreſaid Deſign in King Charles the IId's Days, But all 
your Suppoſitions, are nothing to the Support of your Caſe 
which is not the Engl/b Dicceſan Epiſcopacy at that Time 
intended to be Continued, by filling up the Vacant Sees: 
The Church and State of England acknowledge no Other 
Than Such to be Her Legal Biſhops; And Since you have 
not Such among ye, your Claim of Acting by the Laws 
of That Church and State, has no Engliſh Legal Founda - 
tion; and therefore, as I have ſaid before in my 39th 
Page, your © Acts pretended to be done by Virtue and Autho- 
« rity of the Church and State Laws of England, ave utterly 
4c u and void, as to any Obligation or Duty to be paid to them 
« ;; PURSUANCE OF THOSE Laws ”. To make 


your Acts of any Value, you muſt go upon another Prin- 


ciple; but this Principle, will no more make your Acts 
to be Legally binding, as done by the Law of the Church 
and State of Vngland, than the Acts of Any other Clergy, 
whether Greek, Ethiopian. Hu covite, &c. reſiding in theſe 
Countries will do: And therefore, your Pretenſe of Acting 
upon the Authority of che Clauſe in the Preface to the 
Common Prayer Book, which is Part of the Statute Law 
of England, is of no more Legal binding Obligation in 
the Senſe of the Engliſb Law, than theirs „ud be, if they 
ſhould ſo ſet themſelves up, upon the Same Pretenſe. And 
Thus all your Inferences from the Defign'd Continuance of 
Dioceſan Epiſcopacy in K. Charles the TI's Days, io your 
No Dioceſan Epiſcopacy in Our Days, are no more than Pri- 
vate Amuſenagyts, which the Publick Acts of the _ 

| and 


89 a. 


20 n „ r ad wad. we 


" was dhe th.” * I * 
ö 


dow for the Mixture. 
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and State of England do in no degree give Countenance 
to; and ſo Tleave them as not worthy of any further Con- 
ſideration. 


$ CXLV. V OV take upon you to affirm That © ee 
f the Points” are © allow'd to be ſuſſi- 
« cjently in the Liturgy ”. p. 80. This is a Direct Falſity 
if meant, as allow'd by us who preſs the Neceſſity of their 
Practice: And if not fo meant, tis impertinent, for what 
have we to do with what Some of your Dear Selves in 
our Private Capacity and Private Judgment may allow to 
be « Sufficiently in the Liturgy *, when the Church, whoſe 
the Liturgy is, has by her Publick Acts rejected them ous 
of that Larurgy ? 


6 CXLVI. * 35th and 36th Pages prove, that 

Even the Engliſh Dioceſan Bibops Can- 
not by Virtue of the Clauſe in the Preface to the Common 
Prayer Book, determine the two Extreams of a Contradic- 
tion in NECESSARY Matters of Religion, and that ir 
would be abſurd to imagine them to be ſo impower'd : 
Your Soth Page Says © There is no —_— at all in that, 
« if thoſe tavo Extreams are Things INDIFFERENT, as 
« in the preſent Caſe”, where you are ſpeaking of your 
Power to Order Mixt Hine. Now, not to dwell upon the 
Impertinence of a Man's Talking of Indifferent Things, 
againſt what his Opponent had ſaid of NECESSARY 
Matters in Religion, which all reaſonable. Men will call 
an Evaſion, and Starting from the Matter in Difpute : 'This 
is Certain, That here you Beg the Queſtion, you know we 
will not grant, That the mixt Wine is Indifferent, The 
Contrary whereof, namely, That it is NECESSARY, your 
Friend Mr. J. V. and others have long ſince prov'd a- 
gainſt you. Your Mr. G. and Dr. R. R. have determin d 
againſt the mix'd Wine, as in my p. 35: and your ſaid 
Mr. G= very Severely as in my 5. 98. 99. Theſe two 
Men Now pretend to determine for the Mix'd Vine, in 
your Clandeftine Agreement ; If they were the Authoriz'd 


Judges, Theſe Determinations are The Two Extreams of 


a Contradiction upon the Same e of Religion; 
Theſe Two Extreams cannot therefore ſtand upon wy 


Authority given by the Clauſe of the Preface atoreſaid, 
'and therefore your ſaid Mr. G— and Dr. R. R. never 


had Authority thereby to determine formerly againſt and 


S8 CXLVI 
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& CXLVIL T my Pages 36, 57, 38, I have proy, 

by the Statute Law of England, That 
an Order may be ſaid to proceed Contrary to the Rubyicks, 
which commands more or leſs than that cubich is directed by the 
Rabricks ; That is, [in the Language of the Church ang 
State of England, Primo Eliz. &c.] „ Any other RITE, 
« Ceremony, Order, Form or Manner of Celebrating of the Lord's 
Supper, Openly or PRIVILY, &c.” than is 
«K mentioned and Set forth” viz. in the Book of Common 
Prayer; [Confirm'd XIV Car. II.] and I have exemplified 
this in the Caſe of the Mixture, which by the preſent Lay 
of the Church and State of Hugland is Contrary to the Ry. 
brick in the Communion Service, which directs no Other 
Than WINE to be the Matter of the Euchariſtick Cup. 

Againſt This you endeavour to Argue, thus at p. Soth, 
White and Red Wine ave Contraries, but yet I preſume” 
[ſay you] eis no oroſs Abſurdity to order the One or the Other. 
Truly, Sir, you now ſay rightly, *tis no greſs Abſardity ; 
for, the Ruhrick do's not at all Concern it ſelf with the 
Colour of che Vine But you are miſerably Out in your Phi- 
loſopby, when you ſay * White and Red Wine are CON- 
= IES” ; for, Undeniable Experiments in Opticks 
fully prove that COLOUR, is nothing elſe but Rays ef 
Light *, Therefore, White and Red are not Contraries, 
becauſe Ligbt and Light are not Contraries ; and then as 
for Wine, the Juice of the Grape, every Body Knows that 
Wine and Wine are not Contraries ; therefore, White and 
« Red Wine”, Sir, are not Contraries. 'Thus you are but 
in the Dark, and Stumble at the Threſhold. 

You proceed and ſay . Tho' Mixt and Unmixt, White 
« nd Red are CO IES, yet theſe Several Sorts art 
« Comprehended under the Word WINE, and therefore ave nat 
« Contrary to the Rubrick, which directs the Prieſt to ſet 
WINE upon the Holy Table”, p. 80. 81. 

Here you Stumble again with your © ¶ hite and Red", 
which r have now done with. But how came you to ſay 
that © Mixt and Unmixt ” - are CONTRARIES " 
and then immediately to add, Theſe Several Sorts are Com- 
« prehended under the Word WINE. Where are you got 


now? Do's your preſent Rubrical Word WINE, Signity 
| wo 


—— 


—_ 


* [See Sir 1/aac Newton's Opticks, in his Experiments 
of Light and Colours. 
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Two © CONTRARIES”? Tou are talking of the Pre- 
ſent Church of Angland: Don't palm this upon her; She 
has not One Pablick Act whatſoever that ſays it; She no 
where Teaches, either by Doctrine or Fact, That her Word 
WINE Comprehends Your Two CON IRARIES; Her 
Publick Convocation Act has rejected The © MIXT ”; 
Her Word WINE then, by the Same Convocation Acc, 
do's not comprehend, do's not retain the MIXT, and 
therefore, You have not her Authority to ſay, That Her 
Word ine comprehends your Two Contraries of 4/et 
and Unmixt, when She her ſelf rejects the MIXT which 
is one of your ſaid Contraries: Conſequently, The MINT 
is Contrary to Her Rubrick, becauſe, "Tis ANOTHER 
Rite, Ceremony, Order, Form, and Manner — than is in the 
Common Prayer Book, and 'tis Contrary alſo to Her Ca- 
nons which prohibit auy Addition to be made to Her 
MATTER of the Sacraments ; all which has been largely 
prov'd before in theſe Papers, wherein alſo your Quibble 
of Wine, and mix'd Wine's, being the Same, is expos'd 
particularly in my Pages 18. 19. 20. 96. 97. 

And all Men, who underſtand Exglib, maſt own, That ne 
mix d with Water is a Compoſition of MORE than WINE, 
being a Compoſition of Two Material Subſtances, Nine one 
Subſtance, and Vater another; for, That Two Material Sub- 
ſtances united together, are more than any One of Thoſe 
Two Subſtances, is as Evident a Truth, as That a WHOLE 
is more than any One of its Parts, than which nothing is 
more manifeſt; and this alone detects all your Fallacies, 
by which you endeavour to prove your Party is authoriz'd 
by the Church of England to Prattice the Mixture, when 
Sheher ſelf by her Convocation Act, has manifeſtly thrown 
it out of her Liturgy, wherein ſhe now enjoins no more 
than „ WINE ”, inſtead of her Former Wine and Water 
mix'd. 


S CXLVIII. O Evade the Force of the Argument 
drawn from the Act of Uniformity 
[Primo Elix. Confirm'd by XIV Car. II] which Prohibits 
Any Other Rite than what is in the Common Prayer Book, 
and therefore Cuts off all your Pretence to Church of 
England Authority, for making the Mixture; yon tell us 
Fe 82 p. © There was no Rubrick in ©. Flizaberh's 
Common Prayer Bok for placing Bread and Wine uton ii e 
Altar, and yet the Prieſt was not prohibited doing this, ths 
* it is more than THE * preſcribes ”. © 
I '11s 
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This has been anſwer'd long ago in my 15th Page, 
wherein you was told“ The Liiurgy” then ©* and all the 
« following Liturgies to the laſt Review, do nearly and una- 
te voiclabiy ſuppoſe the Bread and M ine to be on the Communion 
te Table”; which you alſo own ** is undoubtedly True: T' 
which I add, that 'That e, ſpeaking of the Elements 
as on the Table, is in its own Nature a Rabrick, ordering 
ſomebody or other to place them there, for they had no 
ſelf Motion to place themſelves there ; and Conſequently, 
whoſoever plac'd them, whether Prieſt or Laick, it was not 
Another Rite than what was in That Common Prayer Book, 
and therefore it was not more than the Rubrick preſcribes ”, 
The Communion Service it ſelf in that Book, being The 
Rubrick, which Speaks of the Elements as there placed, and 
therefore is a Rule to place them there, Give us ſuch a 
Rule as this, for your making the Mixture ; Shew us that 
The Church of Zeeland preſent Liturey Speaks of ine 
mix'd with Water, as on the Holy Table; we ſhall then ac- 
knowledge your Liturgy to be in its own Nature a Rubrick, 
a Rule or Order to mix, and that then you have the Church 
of England's Authority to mix the Wine with Water — 
but you Cannot ſhew any ſuch Thing in her Liturgy, or 
in any other of her Publick Acts; Therefore, to make the 
Mixture, is Another Rite than what is in the Preſent Book 
of Common Prayer; tis a Breach of her Laws in the Acts 
of Uniformity ; and as ſuch tis Contrary to her Rubrick, 
which is Statute Law. 

$ CXLIX. U'T this Way of Arguing you infer, con- 
demns © The whole Clergy of the Church 
c of England for Obſerving the Canons, wherein are Se- 
veral Things prefcrib'd which are “ not order d in the Ru- 

« bricks . p. 83. K a5 
This Obſervation of 22 wou'd have been Juſt and 
right, if thoſe Canons alſo had not been the Laws of the 
ery Same Church : Bur, The Canons are her Laws made 
and eftabliſh'd in Her Convocation, Anno 1603 — And are 
ſtill in-full Force. I have in Several Paſſages of theſe 
Papers taken it for granted, by all who have any Regard 
for this Church, that her Laws now in Ure cannot be fair- 
ly conſtrued to be oppoſite to, or inc nſiſtent with One Ano- 
ther; The Conſequence is, that Her Laws in the Acts of 
Uniformity and thoſe in her ſaid Canons, both of them now 
in Urc, are to be taken and held Conſiſtently with One A- 
nother; and therefore, Her Prohibition of AE O- 
« THER 
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% THER RITE, c. than “ is mentioned and [ot forth" 
in the Book of Common Prayer by the Act of Uniformi- 
ty, muſt be taken Conſiſtently with the Rites mentioned 
and ſet forth in her Canons; for, the Same Law which 
eſtabliſhes the Rites of the Liturey, eſtabliſhes the Rites of 
the Canons alſo ; and therefore, theſe Latter are included 
in the Other : Now, that my Reader * have no Scru- 
ple about the Truth of this Aſſertion, The Law of the 
Church and State of England [Act of Uniformity Primo 
Elix. ] which eſtabliſhes the Liturgy, provides thus alſo in 
the Laſt Section but One 

e Queens land therefore the King's] © 1/ajefty 
4 may 1 the Like Advice of the ſaid Commiſſioners [vi>. Her 
Commiſtoners appointed and authorized under the Great 
Seal of England for Cauſes Eccleſiaſtical, before mention- 
ed in the Ack] © or Adetropelitan, ordain and publiſh ſuch 
« FURTHER CEREMONIES OR RITES, as may be 
« moſt for the Advancement of God's Glory, the Edifyine of his 
e Church, and the due Reverence of Chriſt s Holy Myſteries and 
« Sacraments ". | 

Therefore, the further Ceremonies or Rites in the Canons 
of 1603, which were fo ordain'd and publiſh'd, are, by 
this Act of Uniformity, included in the Rites and Ceremo- 
nies of the Common Prayer Book, being equally the Laws 
of the Church and State of SyWarnd; Conſequently, the 
Act of Uniformity's Prohibiting any other Rite than what 
is in the Common Prayer Book, is a Prohibition of An 
Other Rite than is in that Book and in the. Canons which 
contain the Further Rites Frater for and authoriz d to be 
added thereto, by the Same Law. And therefore, the 
Clergy of the Church of England's Obſerving the Rites 
and Ceremonies of 'Thoſe Canons, is not Uſing more Rites 
and Ceremonies, than are in the Rubrick of the. Book of 
Common Prayer; becauſe, the Act of Uniformity it Self, 
being [by Statute] Annex d to that Book, is moſt Certainly 
The GRAND RUBRICK thereof; and, the further Rites 
and Ceremonies in the Canons being legally contain'd iu 
That Grand Rubrick, are therefore legally Rites and Cere- 
monies in the Common Prayer Book, And Conſequently, 
the Argument drawn from the Act of Uniformity, againſt 
your having Authority given you by the Church of Eng- 
land to add © any other Rite, Ceremony, Order, Form, or Man - 
ener of Celebrating, &c. Openly or PRIVILY , ſtand good ; 
and Your Endeavour to repreſent that Argument, as a Con- 
demnation of the Clergy of England for Obſegying the Ca- 
is | 57 of Ya ** nons, 
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nons, is either at beſt your great Miſtake, occaſion'd b 

your not regarding the Coherence and Conſiſtency of the 
Several Laws of their Church; or elſe 'tis a fallacious u- 
vention, to recommend to your heedleſs Reader, Your Falſe 
Claim to a Legal Authority, which That Church never 
Conferr'd on Any among you: I will not determine which 
of the two it is ; but, be it which it will, 1t is not worthy 
of any the Leaft Regard ; and thus I have done at preſent 
with your Pretenſe to an £7g/jb Conſtitutional Authority. 


& CL. V OUR Suppoſition of my Readineſs to cloſe 


upon the firſt Propoſals, wherein your Party 


« oor allowd to DECLARE for the INDIFFERENCY 
« of all the Points“; runs upon a Great Miſtake, I ever 
look'd upon and diſliked the Allowance of Any SUCH 
DECLARATION, as an Crprecedented Thing, never heard 
of, or any Thing like it, in the Catholick Church; That 


it would have been a giving Corntenance to modern Hete- 


rodoxies, and in the Concluſion might be a Means of Ex- 


poſing thoſe four neceſſary Peints, to the Arbitrary Will and 
Pleaſure of the Enemies and Oppoſers of their Practice, 
and conſequently to be rooted out and buried in Eternal 
Oblivion by them. If thoſe Propoſals had taken Effect, 1 
would have enter'd my Proteſt in Form againſt the Allow- 
ance of That Declaration, and I would never have depart- 
ed from the EXPRESS Miniſtration of the Said Points, as 
J had been taught by the Example of Biſhop Hickes, and 
more fo, by the Cenſentient Practice of the Catholick Church, 
Let your Coalirions have been what they would: This 
was then and ſtill is, my Reſolution, by the Grace of God; 
It being more SECURE for me, to Truſt my Soul to the 
Guidance of the Hely Primitive and Univerſal Church's Doctrine 


and Practice, than to Any the Novel, never before heard of, 


Determinations of any Moderns whatſoever, concerning the 
Neceſſary Points of Our Moſt Holy Religion. 

I will not Concinde, without giving you your juſt Com- 
mendation, for Recanting [as you do in your 89th and- goth 
Pages, Very Satisfactorily] Your © Great Miſtake in inti- 
«K ting that the new Oifice favours Tranſubſtantiation nk 
This you © acknoxuledge ” your © Self bound to do “ mere- 
© ly for the Sake of Truth and Juſtice (and not for” my © Di- 


« verſion, &c..) -—— So high a Regard for © Truth and 


« Puyſtice ” is really Praiſe wort hy; I had no Other End 
than the Serving of theſe, when I call'd upon you Thus to 


DO RIGHT to Our Holy Office; far was it from me to 
| Seck 
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geek for or deſign any mean low Diverſion to my Self, in ſo 
doing; No, Sir, 1 thank God, I am above the Sordid Baſe- 

neſs of making Sport at any Juſt and Honourable Recanta- 

tation : For, upon Conviction, to recant a Real Evil done, 

and this in Love to Truth and Juſtice, is a Glorious Thing, 
And I hope I ſhall always Treat it as ſuch, even in my 

Greateſt Adverſaries, whatſoever their otber Qualities and 

Diſpoſitions may chance to be. 

I have now done with your Appendix, which proves no- 
thing to the Point. If you, or any of your Party ſhalk 
think fit further to Exerciſe me in this Diſpute, I am fully 
determind to Treat no more with any of you, in the Pri- 
rate Way of Printing and diſperſing among Friends only, as 
] hare hitherto done; But ſhall Expoſe to open View, and 
by the Hands of the common Publiſhers, whatſoever I ſhall 
think neceflary to print in Anſwer; that others as well as 
Friends may ſee the Merits of the Cauſe relating to the 
Church of Exgland's Rejecting the Four Uſages, and her 
not retaining or allowing them in her preſent Liturgy ; 
Her Publick Authentick Acts I will inſiſt upon, and ſhall 
treat with Contempt, and deſpiſe as meer Trifting and Eva- 
ſion, every Thing that ſhall be produc'd foreign to that 
Great Point, eſpecially all Perſonal Reflections whatſoever ; 
by this means the TRUTH will be ſeen in a very narrow 
Compaſs, and almoſt indeed at One View; and we ſhall nei- 
ther Party have any great Work upon Our Hands, Since 
The Queſtion about the Neceſſity of the Uſages has long 
ſince been ſufficiently diſcuſs'd, and therefore, the Argu- 
ments upon that Subject are needleſs now to be repeated 
over again. 

The Holy Ghoſt was Sent“ That be may abide with * 
The Apoſtles © for ever. [St. John xiv. 16.] And there- 
fore with their Succeſſors to the End of the World, for 
their Guidance and Preſervation in the Great Truths of Chri- 
ſtianity; So that, Every Epiſcopal Church, even now, if 
willing, may Have his Aſſiſtance, and therefore is bound 
to be, what the Primitive Church of Epheſus was © The 
Pillar and Ground [the Support and Stay] © of the 
« TRUTH” to Suſtain and keep it from SINKING. 
[1 Tim. iii. 15.] The Churches that are So, BY Ma- 
« NIFESTATION of ibe Truth, commending ” themſelves 
© to every Man's Conſcience in the Sight of God” [2 Cor. iv. 2.] 
Are undoubtedly the Churches, with whom it is our Du- 
ty to Communicate ; 'This, and this Only, [As to All Ne- 
ceſſary Truth] is the Means to Heal the Great Diviſions 


now 
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now prevailing in the Chriſtian Church ; And therefore, 


with my hearty Prayers that your Church may be SUCH 


a Compoſer of our Differences, I think it my Duty, fricng- 
ly to'adviſe her, in the Words of our Lord upon another 


charitable Occaſion. 


« Go and do th LIKEWISE “. St Luke x. 35. 


Landon, 15th Dec. 1733- 
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ANSWER 


Dr. BRETT's PaurhlxEr, 


_ENTITULED 


The GREAT NECESSARIES of 


Publick Worſhip in the CHRISTIAN 
CHUR CH, | 


Expreſsly and Manifeſtly allow'd and pro- 
vided for 


In the Uſe of the PRESENT LITURGx. 
AND ALSO 


A Reply to His APPENDIX. 


Revd. Sir, 


C CLI. OUR Above Title Page in Effect owns, 
« The Obligation of Miniftring EXPRESSL.Y 
« and MANIFESTLY the Great Neceſſaries of Publick 
«* Worſhip in the Chriſtian Church“ ? for, if you hold there's 
no Obligation to miniſter thus Expreſily and Manifeſftly, your 
Undertaking would be an Impertinence, which, I s 
you are not willing to allow. | | 
You alſo — your Self to be of the Number of thoſe 
who “ Fill do believe ” the four Primitive Catholick Uſages 
« to be NECESSARY ”, as is manifeſt in my 14th Page, 
and now again in your 4th Page: Therefore, Your ou 
itle 
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Title promiſes to prove, That Theſe Uſiges are * .. 
« preſsly and manifeſtly ** , provided for in the Uſe « 
« the preſent Liturgy ”. Expreſsly and Manifeſtly, Sir, i; 
a Wonderful Undertaking, and Hardy to the utmoſt De. 

ee! And fince you are thus Adventurous in promiſing, 

his Promiſe ſhall cloſely follow you with importunat 
Demands for Performance thereof ; and Every 'Thing you 
ſay upon the Four Uſages ſhall be Examin'd and Brought 
to the Teſt of This Your Zxpreſsly and Manifeſtly. 


$ CLII. B UT firſt, Let us clear ſome other Matters, 


iſt, Your Suppoſition, That it cannot be 
prov'd the Reſtorirg Biſhops would have Acted as they did 


Anno 1717, * provided their Brethren had then offer'd the | a 
% Terms * have now agreed to for Accommodation pag. 4. 
nfignificant, for, whether we can, or cannot 


is utterly 
prove, what Men WOULD have done; yet, it can be 
rov'd what in Duty they Ought to have done, or not to 
E done; and this is Certain, They ought not to have 
accepted the Terms now offer'd, [which are no Catholick 
Terms at all] for the many Reaſons already given in theſe 
Papers; and beſides, The Reftorers had made ſuch Propo- 
fals, as were © the utmoſt Lengths for an Accommodation 
they could “ offer” ; As your own Differtation aſſures us, 
p. 361. And therefore your new Terms, not at all coming 
up to thoſe Lengths, could not have been agreed to by 
thoſe Reſtorers, without incurring the Imputation of [xcor- 
Kane with themſelves, and of Fickle Wavering and Un- 
eady Guidance, with Regard to Others alſo: Which mi- 
ſerable Inconſtancy of Principle and Practice, we have no 
Reaſon to believe ALL thoſe Reſtorers would have been 
Guilty of, HOWEVER 8 | 
2dly, Your Pretenſe of A Majority of ENGLISH B. 
ſhops and their © Later Determination; p. 4 is a Fallacy 
that has been fully Expos'd in my p. 68. 69. 72. 83. 84. 85. 
86. 105 to 108. 111. 114. 151. 165. to 169. Ec. 
And you have among ye, No more An ENGLISH Bi- 
Mop as to the Eng liſb roger than is, a Greek, Arme- 
nian, or Ethiopian, 2 
Speaking of Engliſd, would not make him An Engliſh Con- 
ſtitutional Biſhop. 
And beſides, No Majority how great Soever of Biſhops 
of any, or of all Nations, can have Authority to deter- 
mine Nonſenſe, which your clandeſtine Agreement moſt 


Certainly is, if pretended by you to reſtore the Practice 
of the Primitive Catholick Uſages. 


zdly, 


c. Biſhop, when in this Country; whoſe 
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zaͤly, All that yon ſay in your p. 5. 6. 7. of your Charge 
of Trimming, which you brought againſt the Church of 
Eno land. plainly ſhews, yon cannot deny what I have diſco- 
ver'd, That you did thus heavily charge her: 

Your Plea That © at the moſt” this © amounts to” your 
« PRIVATE JUDGMENT only” — and a little low- 
cr, that your * Opinion that ſhe had done ſo, is no more a 
« Proof of it, than Anothers that ſhe has NOT 'TRIMM'D 
gil be a Proof on the other Side” pag 5 Is a Truth you 
was told of in my 16th Page long ago; and certainly, 
neither your's nor any other Man's Private Judgment is a 
Valid Rule, whereby to determine the Nature of a Church's 
Facts; But Her Publick Authentick Acts ure ſuch a Rule: 
by this Rule the Church of England is found to be No 
Trimmer in the four Uſages, but to be againſt the Practice 
of them; and by this Rule your Private Judoment is found 
to be Erroneous, when you aftirm, that ſhe, in her Lirur- 
gy, provides for their Practice, by her Trimming therein, 
ſo as to Give a Latitude of interpreting her to be for and 
againſt their Practice. 

Your Endeavour to Mollify this, by now telling us that 
« to the Beſt of your Remembrance you ſaid “ She MIGHT 
« HAVE Trimm'd as to theſe Uſages”, I muſt tell you, Sir, 
is an Inſtance, That Even your 1ſemory nose is not to be 
traſted, ſince its BEST is thus Defective. I have literally 
printed the very Words of your Charge againſt her, in my 
SX pag. 16, and Thoſe your own Words prove, that your 
Memory is now plung'd in the Darkneſs of Miſrepreſenting 
Your paſt Facts. | 

Your Saying of your Self, pag. 7th, IF I expreſſed my 
Self in an Unguarded Manner ”; is of the very ſame Con- 
plexion, and is no Amends made to that Church, whom 
you ſo wrongfully accuſed. 

So far is your © IF, c. from mitigating the Charge you 
brought againſt her, that you now ſer up your Self a De- 
fender and Advocate for Trimming ; Theſe are your Words, 

« Neithey is TRIMMING in Some Caſes, that is, the al- 
« lowing her Members a LATITUDE of Opinion in Some 
Points, a Matter to be diſcommended in a Church“. [p. 7.] 

What, Doctor, A Latitude of Opinion whether © The 
" Great Neceſſaries of Public Morſbip ſhall be praftiv'd 
Yeaor No? Here you muſt fix, without Equivocation ; 
for, This is the Latitude, Phe Trimming about which you 
are Concern'd ; the Uſages in which you charge the Church 
of England with Trimming, you fill profeſs are MECES- 

Mi m SARY, 
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CARY, pag. 4. such Trimming in the Neceſſaries of N. 
L gion is to be abnorr'd : No "Diſpentation of God's Ap- 
pofntment wanld ever endure it. 

You diſtingniſh and ſay “ as fo all Articles of Faith tie 
«K CA Holick (urch evonld een ailow of ANY TRIM- 
« MING ”, p. Right; And, ſhould yon not purſue this 
to its juſt Confequ: nce, and Fa fly teach, that therefore, 
in Articles of eceſſary Practice, mme would not allow of 
it at all ? hy don't you fait fully teach tis alfo ? Rut, 
on the Conrror: „ you 1 as, concel ning the Church of Eng- 
lan, 60 if ſhe dul Trin, that 7s, r Py 9071 for ſome dif, Fon 
© 4497 Hing, as to OTHE 'R NiAT' TERS is She to be 
© % med for it ? 


Yes, Sir, She werd he highly to Blame if She Trimm'd 


0 your © 00 ler at vis « The (Great | Neceſſaries f 

„ Ptlick Nerd“; For, Nec eſlary Pr:ictical Duties are 
is much bim 9% and obliging, as Articles of Faich them- 
({vives re. , Necchary Practice is the Crown and 


Glory, yea, and the Jer Life of Faith it {elf To what 
Purpoſ are Articles of Faith Þou * u our Souls, 
but to be reduced to fuch, Practice: is Fiith it Self of 
any V: al! AO, irt G M „rb. ? N „ 18 ae Dead 35 tk? * Faith 
of De: ile, v bO elite a Gronble” And Fhere fore, 
as Arti les of Faith, mal be r.ervec without in. mina, 
So, at leaſt E ALL, if not uchen ore, Mut? Articles 
of Nec:ſſzry Practice too; ocherwiiè Lil? and /arkneſs 
Truth and F. 15 od in Practice e, muſt be on fe indeed toge- 
ther, ſo, as th: t Men Mall not be able tc N the 
Peanty and 3 . of the One, from the ile De efermity and 
Aliſcl 1 of the other. cr then with your Latitude, 
vOur Trimming in “ Other Mlaiters“ as you call em Tis 
2 Povſonous W ed, wh! ich wmuſt de burnt up, and rooted 
cut of the Garden of G od. The ANTI Fire of Llijab's 
7.0 al under the Las, ard of St. Paul's under the Goſpel, 
amed hot agailuiſt it, 46 ates of Nest ary Practice; That 
OF the Proph et * againſ! the Ten Tribes of [rael's Halt. 
1g betcveen Tavo Opinions, in One Matter of Practice, the 
Obect of Religious Worſhip; and the Other, of the In- 
ſpired A poitle, ag inſt the Latitude of Trimming and Tem- 
pos ding ir Pre aQtice bety een tlic Judaizing and Non- Judaiz- 

ing CItriſtians l ; : 
The 5; files and Elders in the Council at Jeruſalem || 
cted 
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Acted quite Contrary to your Notion of the Innocence of 
Trimming in “ other atters than thoſe of Furth; the 
did not decree, fo us to Leave a Latitude of Uniting Fra- 
ctical Judaijm with the Practice of Chrifſtioniry ; No, 
their Decree was Express and determinate agunſt that Heavy 
Burden of impoſing the Law of .1/ofes on the Converts 10 
the Law of Chriſt: The Son of God himſelt, has fully 
demonſtrated his A bhorrence of This Latitude of Tri 
ming in Vatters of Practice, by his dreadful Tlircat againſt 
the Angel of the Church of Zrodicea, [Rev. iii. 15 16.]: 
The firſt General Council of Nice, Anno 325, would not 
bear with any the leaſt Trimming in the Article of Con- 
ſulftantialuiy of the don of God; but determin'd fully and 
{xreſ5y, that he is of the Same Subſtance av/th the Father; 
aguinſt the Arian Hereticks, who deny'd his Proper Godhead ; 
which is an Article immediately relating to Practſce, vix. 
he True Worſhip of God, and the Rejection of the Ido- 
latrous Worſhip of a Creature: And the Same is True 
of the Second General Council held at Conſtantinople, Au no 
381 and 382, againſt the Macedonian Hereticks, who deny'd 
the Godhead of the Holy Ghoſt, which is alſo an Article 
immediately and directly affecting the Like Practica Duty: 
Theſe, and Abundance more that may be produced, are 
Standing Evidences againit Trimming and Latitude 1m the 
Practical Neceſſaries of Religion; And thus Your i/octrine 
of a Church's not being © Hlamealle for Triniming, 
Stands Condemn'd by Gd himſelf, and his Holy Catholick 
and Apoſtolick Church. 

You'd have us believe Cf. 8.] that © The Aerirs of the 
« Cauſe have no Dependance on” Your Charge of Irimming 
which you brought againtt toe © hurch of Zng/ryd, and 
which you ſtill endeavour to defend, as above; But, Sir, 
You your Self made © the /er!ts ef the Cauſe to depend 
on that falſe Charge, when you offer'd That Fery Charge 
as a Reaſon, why People ſhould follow you in the Uſe of 
her Liturgy without any Alteration rhercof, as you did in 
your Letter referr'd to in my 15th Page, and in your At- 
rempts upon me by a Letter alto long before that J'ime, 
viz. the 19th December, 1730, wherein, to the ſame Pur- 
poſe, you wou'd have taught me, that “ the Lompilers of the 
* Liturgy have left the Senje if it doubtful, with ant Feuident 
« Deſign, that EVERY ONE minht underſtand it in bis 
« OWN SENSE. *; which demonttrates, that your Norton 
of the Zxo!b Liturgy's Trimming, is not nee, and ne- 
meditated, but long entertain'd by you, as a proper Argu— 
Mm 2 ment 
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ment, to draw Men into your Novel, unaccountable Scheme; 
which Letter I till keep by me, as a fad Inſtance of your 
making the Merits of the Cauſe to depend on your p- 
poſed, but not prov'd LATITUDE of the Church of Eng- 
land in theſe Matters, to induce me to follow you in your 
then Tamperings towards a Deſertion; Which Charge of 
ſuch her Latitude and T'rimming, you may ſee by my Letter 
to you of the 5th Fr 1730 J oppos d, particularly in 
every one of the Four Uſages. Nay further, Sir, “ The 
« lerits of the Cauſe” do fo cloſely relate to, and depend 
on, what you call the Trimming and Latitude of that Church 
in her Liturgy, that, take the Argument on which Side 
you pleaſe, tis utterly againſt your Practice; for, If ſhe 
do's really SO TRIM, as you have charg'd, then it una» 
voidably follows, that Your Liturgick Practice 1s a Trim- 
ming, and as Such, an Infamous Practice, [as in my Pages 
10. I2. 16. 76. 77. 80.] it being the very Same as hers, 
without any Alteration ; but, if She do's not So Trim [as 
in Truth ſhe certainly do's not] then She is manifeſtly but 
on One Side of the g 4 8 namely, againſt the Practice of 
the Uſages, as her Publick Acts demonſtrate, among which, 
her preſent Liturgy ; and therefore, Your Practice being 
individually the ſame with hers preſcrib'd in that Liturgy, 
without any Alteration therefrom, is On her Side of the 

ueſtions, namely, againſt the Practice of the Uſages; take 


which of theſe you will, Doctor,“ The Merits of the Cauſe” 


are ſo ſtrictly concern'd in it, that we cannot follow you 
without forfeiting our Integrity in the firſt, or Our Primi- 
tive Catholick Practice in the Latter : And laſtly, by all this, 
tis Demonſtrable, that Your Charge of Schiſm againſt thoſe 
who refuſe to be Such your Followers, is a Vain and Ground- 
teſs Charge, utterly Unſeemly in any One to lay, againſt 
others for not following him, who himſelf by his Leading 
and Guidance 1s involy'd either in the Great Scandal of a 
Trimming Practice, according to his own Principle; or elle, 
in That Other, of rejecting, what he profeſſes he believes 
are The Neceſſaries of Publick Worſhip! So very nearly con- 
cern'd are “ the Merits of the Cauſe with Your Genes 
Charge of 'Trimming, and with your now Defending and 
Pleading for ſuch a Latitudinarian Praftice. 

4thly, Your Queſtion “ May not we Communicate with 
« her” {the Church of England] © provided we may have 
« Every Thing in her Communion which aue believe to be NE- 
* CESSARY, except ſbe declare them to be NECESSARY 2?” 
Þ- 7- Is a Queſtion altogether inſignificant, till we can have 


Every 
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Every ſuch Thing in her Communion ; it having never 
been debated among us, whether She ſhould declare them 
to be NECESSARY ; Our whole Diſpute is only, whether 
ſhe has in Fact The Uſages, or not: This is the Whole 
of the Matter without expecting any Declaration from her, 
relating to their Neceſſity. You indeed, in the firſt Scheme 
drawn vp by your Northern Friend, would have allow'd 
him and your New Party to Declare, 'That the Mixture is 
« not at all Neceſſary, or any Part of our Saviour's [nſtitution ” : 

The admitting this Declaration, in an Inſtrument for 
Union, was oppos'd by you know whom; and Such its Ad- 
miſſion ought to be zealouſly oppos'd, by all who have any 
remainino Regard for the Inſtitutions of Chriſt, for the Rea- 
ſons given before in my & CL. 

Your Party's having attempted This Declaration, has o- 
pen'd ſuch a Heterodox Scene of their Enmity againft the 
Mixture's being an Inſtitution of our Lord, as, when added 
alſo to their Expreſs Orders and Endeavours to ſuppreſs its 
Practice, and their terming it,“ Schiſmatical in the Church 
4 and Rebel ions in the State, [dee my p. 40.98. 99.] puts the 
Church under an abſolute Necetlity {tor the Honour of her 
Lord and of his Holy Ordinance] Conftantly to inſiſt upon 
their making No leſs than an Open Mixture, in the Face of 
the Congregation ; that ſuch Enemies of its Divine Inſti- 
teution, may not have it in their Power, to Treat it as an 
Indifferent Thing, at the Will and Pleaſure of Men to be 
pPractis'd or not, And fo at laſt to be ſunk into utter Diſuſe 
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and Oblivion. To acquieſce in ſuch Mens Agreement and 
Promiſe of no more than a Private Mixture, nay, and, what 
farther aggravates the Crime, to lay aſide Our Publick Mix- 
ure, for their but promis'd Private One, in Compliance with 
them, do's not only give them an Opportunity of ſo neglect- 
ing and diſuſing the Ordinance, in Conſequence of their 
Erroneous Principle, but is alſo a Proſtitution and Debaſe- 
ment of the Dignity of the Inſtitution to the Will of its 
Enemies; removing and depreſſing it from its High Station 
of being A Public Ordinance of Chriſt for the Edification 
of his Church, to the Bafe Degree of an Inſignificant un- 
edifying Thing, not worthy of a Publick Solemnity, but 
fit only to be confin'd under Their Deſired Obſcurity and Thick 
Darkneſs, as if it were a Shame to Expoſe it to the open 
Light, and the Church had no Concern with, or 1clation 
to it. What is all this, but Complimenting away the Dig- 
mty of an Inſtitution of Chriſt, to the Debaſing Flumours 
and Fancies of its Enemies, whoſe inſiſting upon its Fey 
an 
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and your Compliance therewith, depreſſes it fo low as to 1; 
Invitible State to the Church, as if with Reference to her 
Knowledge thereof, it had no Being at all? | 

5rhly, My Introduction to the Diſcovery of your Charge 
of "Trimming, which you brought againſt the Church ot 
England at my pag. 15; You in your 5th and 6th Pure; 
apply to A Story of your having Reveal'd a Confeſſion made 
to you, as if my ſaid Introduction was deſign'd to publiſh 
and Expoſe yon in particular, as having been Guilty of that 
Crime. The Antiver to which nceds no more than to tell 
you, That my ſaid Introduction is a great Truth, properly 
put by me iu that S: tuation, to inform you and my other 
Readers, chat what I was going to S1y was in me mo Breach 
of Truſt; That my ſaid Introduction was ſo underſtood, 
and no otherwiſe by the Clergy and Laity who read 
it, and had mot heard of your Story, as ſeveral of them 
have afſur'd me; Thar they have juſtly obſery'd Dr. 
Brett's Name is not there mention'd, no, not by Initial Let- 
ters, nor by any Diſtinguiſhing Peculiar Mark or Character 
whatſoever, from whence a Reader, wito is a Stranger to 
that Story, can infer, that you are the Particular Perſon there 
pointed at; That therefore, If any ſuch Scandal, as you 
mention, is Imagin'd to Lurk under that Introduction, it 
is inviſible and imberceptible to ſuch Strangers, and Conſc- 
quentiy not publil'd or divulo'd to them ; and as for others 
who knew the Story before, 'tis not giving them any nes 
11 and therefore 'tis io Spreading of that Story at 
all ; nay, even you your Self Confirm this ; for, you Own 
Page 5th, That You “ cha, at a Loſs to know what I 
* meant” by m Im roduction; and a Little lower, That 
you * cold not JMAGINE againſ® WHOM the * [Suppo- 
ſed] “ Reftection was intended“; which plainly demon- 
ſtrates, that *rwas No PUBLICATION of YOUR Story, 
Since you your Self, who had been long before acquainted 
with that Story, could not read nor ſo much as imagine it 


to be in that Introduction. Hence it follows, That the 


Suppoſed Scandal, as pretended to be Publiſh'd of you 
therein, is the Creature of your own new Conception, and 
therefore it comes under the Cenſure of the Proverb, Qui 
Capit e facit. He <vho Conceives it, makes it. And thus, 
Sir, You your Self by your Own Imagination, are the Ma- 
ker of that Scandal, which you fancy to be in my Intro- 
action; and not only ſo, but you moreover ſpread and 

divuloe it in Print, to Thoſe who had no Notion of it, before 
you form d and publiſlid it: This, I am Sorry to * 8 
| | uaentiy 
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imprudently throwing Dirt at your Self, Some of which by 
this Means may be very likely to ſtick; Since, whether 
the Story be True or falſe, which mult be left to God and 
Hur Own Conſtience, your thus publiſhing it, tho' with 
Profeſſions of your Innocence, will not be equally and alike re- 
ceived by all Men; for which you mutt thank your own 
publication of it. 

| will at preſent ſay no more of that Story it ſelf, than 
what you now force me to ſay, that I was neither the A 
or, nor the Publiſher of it; That, unſought for, it was 
loudly proclatm'd to me in Company with others, ſtanding 
in the open Street, about three Years ago at fartheſt, b 
One who is well acquainted with your Neighbourhood ; 
"This 15 the firſt Time of my hearing any Thing of it; An 
Apothecary of this City, a Man of Reputation for his Ve- 
racity, &c. aſſurd me afterwards, that to his Knowledge 
tuas in London the Subject of Tavern Converſation and Banter 
too upon you by Name, in Company where he was preſent 
Twenty Years ago; Nay, and you your Self by Letter 
have ow d to me, that ſome Friends of your'shere in Town 
queſtion'd you about it, and that you deny'd it to them, now 
about One and Twenty Years Since; And therefore, tis very 
eaſy, to account for any of my Acqusꝭ intance's talking of 
This Old, far ſpread, Public Story of you, without my 
imparting it to them, eee the many among them 
who Certainly muſt have heard of it in the long Space of 
Seventeen or Eighteen Years, before I had any the Leaſt 
Notice of it; and that others of them, who in the Street 
hcard of it at the ſame Time as I did, muſt certainly have 
talk'd of it to their Acquaintance, without my prompting 
or encouraging them So to do. And therefore, your having 
been inform'd that Some of my Acquaintance reported This 
Story, amounts to no Argument thar I am the Spreader of 
it. 
6thly, As to your Complaint of Printing your Private 
Letters Page Gth, Sth, &c. is all anfwer'd and ſufficient 
Reaſon given for ſo printing, in my 5 XXXVI. p. 100, 
Ec. 

;thly, Your Pretending that I © Gave you a very falſe 
&« Account of Mr. S s Sermon, when © you 4vrote what 
I fay you did in my 65th Page; is fo palpable a Fallacy, 
that, he who runs may read 1t m that very 88 the Pre ig 
But I will yet more fully detect you in this Inſtance, That 
Truth may ſhine in its full Luſtre. The Account which I 
gave you of that Sermon, was, what I recciv'd in a Lage 

rom 


[ 324 } 


rom Netvcaftle upon Tyne, dated 224 November r 50, which 

peaking of Mr. , ſays “ He preach'd a Sermon here 
* on the Sth Inſtant, wherein he was ſo Charitable, as to Fen- 
© tence us to no leſs than Jamnation, in which Sermen he Com- 
« paves the Worthy and Rt. Revd. Mr. Griffin and thoſe who 
« dere to his Communion to Lucifer and his fallen Angels; 
« he ſays further, that <what 4ve do 7s out of Pride and Pre- 
« judice, and not of Principle ; This is the Trentment we have 
«K from him. 

His thus Damning and Stigmatizing thoſe of our Com- 
munion, I notified to you, in my Letters of the gth Dec. 
and 5th January 1750; You in Anſwer to me under 
the 23d /ammary 17509, Own, that in the Beginning of 
December you had © heard, that two Sermons had been preach'd 
at Newcaſtle, /ending all thoſe to the Devil that differ'd from 
« then, they are all Hereticks, Schiſmaticks, &c. But [ſay 
you] © it «vas not ſaid they were preach'd by My. 8 ” 
So that, Before I wrote to you, you had, by your OWN 
CONFESSION, heard of ſuch Damning Sermons, tho' not 
of the Preacher: my faid Letter of the gth December, and 
the Rr. Rev. Mr. Griſſiu's Letter of the 23d of the Same, 
inform'd you that Mr. & -— was the Preacher of this Dam- 
nation, & c. -— from all which 'ris plain, you had more than 
we Two, who inform'd you of fuch Preaching ; and my 


5 


- 


particular Information to you, <vho was the Preacher, ſtands 


firm and true, by the Evidence of no Leſs than three dif- 
ferent Perſons, who by their Letters concur exactly in the 
Same Deſcription of thoſe Hot Sermons; «and rhe 5 ay 
and you your elf, ſhall, by and by, bear Witneſs to the 
Trat! of all this Teſtimony : For, you made Enquiry in- 
to this Matter, and after you had done So, and receiv'd 
from Mr. 9 himſelf a Palliating Account of his Ser- 
mons ; you, in your Letter to me, dated 8th May 1731, 
XPRESSLY AND MANIFESTLY, write me theſe ve- 
ry Words concerniig thoſe Sermons, namely,“ I have a- 
gain very lately taken Occaſion to let HIM know, that even 
« xcording to bis OWN ACCOUNT OF THE SERMONS, 
« } loch upen him as One who has CONDEMN'D me as a 
« SCHISMATICK, and therefore he need not wonder if I 
declare againſt Communicating with him, ſince if I ſhould 
« offer to come to bis Altar, he ought not on his OWN PRIN- 
« CIPLES to admit me to it, till I had renounced my Schiſm ”. 
Here, we have Mr. S —, the Preacher's own Account 
of his Sermons, and your Judgment upon that Account, 
bearing Teſtimony to the Truth of what I wrote you; 


for, 
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ſor, you went to the Fountain Head, you truſted neither 
mine or any other Man's Relation, you procured it from 
himſelf, and believing his owni Account of his Sermo.1s 
you determine therefrom, that they CONDEMN'D you. 
« as a Schiſmatick”, and therefore, Mr. Griffin and others 
then in Communion with you ; and what is Condemning as 
4 a Schiſmatick, but excluding from Church Communion, as 
| 4 you here declare, and therefore Conſigning to Damnation, 
3 which is the Conſequence of Unrepented Wilful Schiſm ?} 
This made you write to him as above, which is the very 
ſame I have mention'd in my 65th Page, and is full De- 
r | monſtration, that it was not any falſe Account I gave you of 
: l thoſe Sermons that movꝰd you ſo to write, but the true One 
l | which I and others, and even Mr. S——— himſelf gave 
| i= you of them, and which your ſelf, notwithſtanding all his 
' FX Endcavours of palliating, are not able to deny were damn- 
ing Sermons; And thus, Doctor, you may now know, and 
not be miſtaken in your Man (p. 8.] 4 has here given 
| you your True Picture, by producing your Own Evidence 
= againſt your Self. 
= Sthly, I have ſhew'd in my 64th Page, that you your 
ſelf have own'd, that the Conrcettions you made to your 
| new Party were TOO LARGE CONCESSIONS”. This 
* you now endeavour to Stifle in your gth Page, by telling 
us ap « did not ſay ſo, as believing that they might not LAW- 
« FULLY BE COMPLIED WITH, but as they were 
« LARGER than thoſe who bad been uſed to the NEW 
« COMMUNION OFFICE world be willing to comply with ”. 
And thus we ſee the Wonderful Tran forming Quality of 
your New Doctrine of Meanings and Intentgons ; the CON- 
CESSIONS you made were about the © Great Neceſſavies 
* of Publick Worſhip *, this, you muſt be reminded was the 
very Caſe; and therefore, in the Honeſt Underſtanding of 
all Men, the“ TOO LARGE CONCESSIONS ” you 
made were Unlawful, becauſe Too Large ; for, their being 
too large muſt have been a STRETCH beyond the Bounds 
and Limits allowable by ſome Lazy or other, elſe *tis im- 
poſſible for em to have been too large, as you very rightly 
acknowledg'd they were: But now, by an After Fetch of 
your © Believing {which is rhe ſame as your Meaning and 
[ntending} Theſe your Too Large [unlawful] Conceſſions 
might © Laewfully be complied <vith” ; So that the Charm- 
ing Power of your Belief ! [your Meaning and Intention] 
can reconcile . and Contradictions; make Laxutrl 
and Cnlaceful in the aa © Reſpect and in the Same Necrſſi 
| n 
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ries, to be but One and the Same Thing; Juſt as the ſame 
unaccountable Charm ! can change and trausform a —_— 
ive Liturgy into a Compleatly full and Perfect One, without 
any the Leaſt Amendment or Alteration of the Terms or 
Form thereof, to Supply its many notorious Defects; Ab- 
ſurdities too Groſs for the meaneſt Underſtanding to ad- 
mit. 

gthly, As to my putting Initial Letters to your Defign'd 
Agreement of 1731, in my p. 72. *Tis fully accounted 
for in my 102d Page, which wants no Repetition here, in 
Anſwer to your 1oth Page. 

rothly, Your new Party's Claim to an Authority, as giv- 
en them by a Clauſe in the Preface to the Book of Com- 
mon Prayer, [abyndantly refuted in my Pages 32, to 39, 
113, 114.] you endeavour to Support, by reminding us, that 
the ſame Clauſe was inſerted in the Common Prayer Book, 
wherein the New Office was incorporated Anno 1719, as 
in my 6th Page; upon which you demand, IF this Clauſe 
« was applicable to the Church and Biſhops who ſo in- 
corporated that New Office, how can it be unapplicable 
« to thoſe ” {viz, your New Party] © againft whom my 
« Argument is directed? pag. 10. The Anſwer to this 
is exceeding eaſy, by putting you in Remembrance, Firſt, 
"That the ſaid Clauſe, as it ſtands in the Conſtitutional Common 
Prayer Book, that is, as it is STATUTE LAW of England, 
annex'd to the Act of Uniformity, never was, by the Re- 
ſtoring Biſhops, attempted to be made a Rule, or Founda- 
tion, whereon to groand the Authority of any of their 
Church Acts; and indeed in that Situation it never was 
Applicable to them, any more than to r new Party, for 
the Reaſons above referr d to, as they ſtand in my Pages 32 
ro 39, 113. 114. Secondly, The Reſtoring Biſhops incor- 
porated in their Non-Conſtitutional Common Prayer Book, the 
ſaid Clauſe, not annex d to, but Separate from the Acts of 
Uniformity, and therefore, not as Part of any Statute Lacy 


of England; They Incorporated it, juſt as they did ſome 


Parts of their new Communion Office, by borrowing ſome- 
thing from One N and ſomething from another, and 
as they made Several Inſertions and Deletious in their Non- 
Conſtitutional Common Prayer Book, ſuitable to the Nature of 
Things, and the State of their Church ; all which, they 
did, not as Engliſh Conſtitutional Statute Biſhops, not as Au- 
thoriz'd to do ſo by any Law of the United Church and 
State of England; not as impower'd thereto by Any Na- 
tional Act, or Part of Any Such Act of Uniformity, as you 


very 
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very well know; And therefore, If ever the Reſtoring 
Biſhops ſhould [by their purely Apoſtolick Spiritual Pow- 
er,] make themſelves Dioceſan Biſtops, and as ſuch in their 
ReſpeAive Dioceſes, apply to themſelves the ſaid Clauſe 
as it now ſtands incorporated by them in their own N. 
Conftituticnal Common Prayer Book, for the reſolving of 
« Doubts that may ariſe in the Uſe and Practice of the ſame” ; 
It is manifeſt they wou'd herein act with Great Propriety, 
by their purely Spiritual Authority, independent on any 
State Law; So Long as they ſhould keep within the pro- 
per Bounds of that Authority, not attempting to abrogate, 
reject, or lay aſide the Practice of any of the Great Neceſſa- 
ries of Publick Worſhip, which your Party have attempted, 
by your Clandeſtine Agreement, and which even a General 
Council ir ſelf cannot poſſibly have any valid Authority to 
do: In ſuch Caſe, if ever it ſhould come up, as indeed it 
has not yet, The Reſtoring Biſhops, tis evident, [in apply- 
ing to themſelves that Clauſe ſo incorporated by them, ] 
would not, thereby, pretend to Any National Law for their 
Support in determining, with * to the Matters in 
their Own Common Prayer Book, which is not a National eſta- 
bliſh'd Book, As 1s manifeſt by the Original, in the Cuſto- 
dy of your Mr. 7. V. whereof alſo I have in my Hands an 
xact and well atteſted Copy. | | 
And thus, Sir, you may ſee, if you pleaſe, that the Re- 
ſtoring Biſhops can apply to themſelves rhe Clauſe aforeſaid, 
as it ſtands in their own Common Prayer Book, Separate 
from, and independent on National Law, juſt as they uſe 
ſome Part of the Clementine Liturey, [for Example,] by them 
incorporated alſo. in their ſaid Book; for their Authority 
in all which, they make not the Leaſt Pretenſe to any Na- 
tional Law whatſoever, but depend on their purely Spiritual 
Power and Commiſſion alone: while, at the ſame Time, 
you and your Party pretending to be reſtrain'd by, and 
Strictly attach d to, the Statute Law of the Nation, cannot 
Legally, by that Lax, apply to your Selves that Same Clauſe: 
as it ſtands in your Statute Common Prayer Book; becauſe, 
That Clauſe ſo ſituated is the Statute Law of England, to 
which a Literal Conformity rauſt be paid, and you and your 
Party have not paid That Conformity; for, ye are not at all 
the Legal, Statute, Dioceſan Biſhops required and authoriz'd 
by that Clauſe to reſolve Doubts that may ariſe, concerniug 
the Things Contain'd in That Statute Book of Common 


Prayer. 
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You'd have it, that There is an EQUITABLE, as «1 
« 15 & Literal Conſtruction, and ”, that the“ former is allow 
« ed by ALL LA WYER® and Caſuiſts to reach Caſes, that 
« ill not fall under the Latter ”. p. 11. | ; 
This of © A Lawyers” is your great Miſtake; The | 


— X — 


r 


| 4 
* . . # 
Judges and Lawyers at Weſtminfter-Hall, &c. in the Practice 
| : a 1 
| of the Statute Law, will tell you, and Experience will teach | 
| you, if ever you ſhould be put to it, that in Trials of all | 


Statute Caſes, the Reſult muſt be determined according to 
the Expreſs Conformity, or Non. Conformity to the Very | 
Letter of the Statute Laco, and that no Equitable Conftruc- | 
tion is allow'd in the Trial of Such Caſes, where the Ver Y 
Letter of the Siatute has nor been Complied with: Thus, 
If the Statutes Expreſsly enjoin an Extraordinary Thing to 
| be done; the Party or Parties by whom; Particular Signs 
| manual and Seals to be affixd; Extraordinary Particular | 
| Oaths to be taken, &c. relating to the Caſe ; If the Very | 


3 ——— 


| Letter of Theſe, or any of theſe Particulars, &c. have been 
| | neglected and omitted in a Statute Caſe, The Courts of Ju- 
| dicature upon Trial, will and muſt give Judgment againſt 
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1 ſuch a Defe#ive Statute Cauſe ; becauſe, Equitable Con- 
ſtruction is not admitted in thoſe Courts, to be a valid Plea 
|; for a Breach or Omiſſion of the Letter of the Statute Law, 
1 as the Experienced Practitioners in the Statute Law Caſes, 
| will aſſure you: In ſuch a Trial, your Plea, that your 
i Circumſtances were ſuch, as That the Thing could not be 
done; The Party or Parties could not be come at, the Sign, 
and Seals could not be obtain'd, and the Oaths were omit- 
ted, not in Contempt of the Statute, but by the Force of 
an Invincille Scrunle, &c. all this wou'd avail you nothing 
to the gaining cf your Cauſe ; how much ſoever the Court 
might be inclined c9uitably to pity your Caſe, yet it would 
be out of their Power and Authority, to give Judgment 
that you had fulfill'd the Statute ; The moſt that they and 
others could do for you [/f your Caſe were of ſuch great Im- 
portance as io require ii] wou'd be to procure Some NEW 
STA'TUTE in your Behalf, to make up your former De- 

ciencies. But farther, Your Pretenſe to an Equitable Con- 
{iruction, is alrogether Vain; For, If ſuch a Conſtruction 
were allowable in Favour of thoſe who fulfill the Letter of 
Statute Laws, as far as they ARE ABLE ; yet, you and 

our Party have no Claim to Such an Equitable Conftru#ion, 
Bog. you very well know, that you and the — not 
to voter Ability ſulfill'd the Letter of the Statute ; Fougy Ler- 
bam ſat; you cannot be ignorant of the Particulars — and 
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therefore you ſhould leave off talking of Equitable Con- 
ſtruction, ſo long as in the Senſe of the Law ye have no 
Right to it. 

1irhly, Your telling us that“ tho a Determination ſhould 
« be made by a whole Convocation, the next Condocation may 
« determine the CONTRARY ”, p. 11th. Is true as to 
Things Indifferent; but it is abſolutely Falſe as to the Ne- 
ceſſaries of Religion, particularly“ the Great NECESSA 
« RIES” of Publick Worſhip, wherewith we have now to 
do; for, when a whole Convocation determines {as One 
has determin'd] to reſtore the Practice of ſuch Neceſſaries, 
it is not, it cannot be, in the * and Authority of an 
following Convocation, no, nof of a General Council it ſelf, 
to “ determine the Contrary ”, namely, to ſet aſide the Prac- 
tice of Thoſe Neceſſaries; for, this would infer an Arbitra- 

Power in Convocations to abrogate other Neceſſaries of 
Chriſtianity, and ſo on to Others, till the Whole might be 
aboliſh'd by their Determination ; which is a monſtrous 
Abſurdity, and frightful in the very Mention of it. 

Bur, Sir, what — you to do with telling us of Convo- 
cal ions, and of what they may determine? When you know 
in your own Conſcience, that * and your Party have ne- 
ver had Any Convocation at all, nay, and that ye Cannot, 
upon your pretended Principle of Strict Attachment to 
the Laws of the United Church and State of England, have 
any Eneliſt Convocation, whereon to lay but the Pretenſe 
of a Foundation for your Clandeſtine Agreement of 1732, 
a Compoſition ſo ſingularly odd, that it carries not the Leaſt 
Mark of any Authority, and its Articles ſo inſignificant, 
and undetermin'd, that no Enaliſb Convocation of Biſhops and 
their Clergy would ever Own it to be their Explanation of 
the Liturgy of their Church. So that, your Talking of 4 
Convocation, is nothing but a Fallacious Phantom Shew of 
ſomething Grand and Pompous, which ſhrinks from Our 
Touch into a meer Nothing, when ever we try to find ſome 
Subſtance in it. 

12thly, As for your Charge, that I © have unfairly re- 
« preſented your WORDS and Actions, and put the WORST 
« CONSTRUCTION ” I“ have been ABLE upon your 
« Private Letters ”, p. 13. I ſmile at it with Contempt, 
being fully ſatisfied in my Conſcience, and ready at all 
Times to Satisfy any one elſe, that I have fairly repreſented 
your WORDS, by Copying and Printing em exactly as 
they came from your Self, which the Originals, at hand to 


produce, do teſtify and demonſtrate. Your ACTIONS alſo 


are 
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are plainly laid down juſt as they were tranſacted by you; 
They are your Own Fact, which do themſelves evidenee 
of what Quality they are, and even if no Remarks had 
been made upon them, do abundantly demonſtrate them- 
ſelves to be, as I have ſhew'd them, Mavering, and Incon- 
fant, Right and Wrone, Inconſiſtent, and Contradictory, Forward 
and Backward, and, in their Laſt Inſtances without any 
Argument or Authority to ſupport them: And Laſtly, as 
for the WORST Conſtruction I have been ABLE to put 
upon your Private Letters, you are very much out, for I 
am ABLE, if I were willing, to put a yet much worſe 
Conſtruction upon them, than I have hitherto done; and 
which others have and do put, who once, had a very great 
Regard for your Knowledge as a Learned Prieſt, and your 
Integrity as an Impartial Chriſtian, whom they now fear is 
enſnared by, what tho” they utter, I forbear to mention, and 
without which Sort of Deception, they ſuſpect, that you 
could not even believe your Self, with K ard to your Late 
Tranſactions. It is enough, Sir, That, N Knowledge of 
your Private Eetters, is the Church's Right, as nay 3 of a 
Publick Nature, relating to the Alteration of her Publick 
Worſhip ; That their Contents manifeſtly enough ſhew 
their own Genuin Conſtruct ion, without the Neceſſity of a 
Comment; and that I have ſet them forth in no other 
Light than what they carry along with themſelves, as any 
impartial Reader may plainly ſee, upon the Peruſal of them; 
And thus I have done with your 13 Pages of Preliminaries, 


6 CLIII. 1 Am next to Conſider your Great and Aſto- 

niſhing Propoſition, Your wonderful Promiſe 
to prove, That. The Great Neceſſaries of Publick Worſhip 
[viz. the Four Catholick Uſages] are © Zxpreſsly and mani- 
« feſtly allou d and provided for in the Uſe of the 2 Li- 
« turgy ” ; which, If you faithfully perform, I ſhall hear- 
tity rejoyce ; Sing a Devout and Chearful Jubilate, O be 
Joyful in the Lord all ye Lands, upon that very Account ; 
Recant Every Thing I have faid and writ Contrary to This 
Your Moſt Amazing Attempt; And be your humble Diſciple 
and Follower in fo Glorious an Atchievement. 

Bur, Foraſmuch as the Laſt Reviewing Convocation, 
have aſſured us concerning This Book, That as its Rules 
« are few in Number, ſo they are PLAIN AND EASY to 
« be underſtood ” , - And that in Such a LANGUAGE 
« gud Order, as is moſt EASY and PLAIN for the Under- 


« ftarding 
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« ſtanding both ef the Readers and HEARERS” . 
And that © moreover they be neither DARK nor DUMB Ce- 
« yemonies, but are ſo ſet forth, that EVERY MAN may 
« underſtand what they do mean, and to what Uſe they, do 
« Serve” J. The Eugliß Common Prayer Bovk being 
Thus PLAIN and EASY to the Underſtanding of EVE- 
RY Man, as the Church of England her ſelf, whoſe the 
Book is, Teſtifes of it; It would be a A Scurrility 
to ſay of you a Learned Prieſt of Long Standing, and a 
Prime Leader and Guide of the People, that you did not 
Underſtand this Plain Eaſy Book ; that you had no True 
Knowledge of the Plain Engl Language; of your Common 
Prayer, wherein you was daily Converſant ; that its Con- 
tents were ſo Dark, and hid from your Penetration, that 
you could not ſee their Senſe and Meaning for the Inſtruction 
of others; to ſay that you was thus miſerably ignorant of 
the Engljb of your Common Prayer Book, when you was 
a Prieſt of the Publick Communion, endeavouring Conſci- 
entiouſly to find out its Compleatneſs, and upon ſuch Endea- 
vour trying to ſup}ly its Wants by your Private Devotions, 
in its Communion Service; To affirm that you underſtood 
not that Plain Eaſy Book, upon your going over to the 
Non. jurors; when hey continued the ſame Diligence, and af- 
ter a mature Search, and Deliberation with your Self and others, 
finding that Book deſtitute of ſome Primitive Uſages, you, 
concurr'd in Synodical Determinations, That it was Neceſ- 
ſary to Reſtore their Practice; That a Communion Service 
ſhould be compos'd accordingly ; That this Reſtord Service 
ſhould be incorporated in your Common Prayer Book; 
and, wrote Learned Tracts, among which, your Collection 
of Primitive Liturgies, and your Diſſertation upon them, to 
prove the Abſolute Neceſſity of thoſe Determinations : To ſay, 
that all this while, with all this Laborious Applicatian, 
this Critical Search and Trial, this Exact Scrutiny, this 
Deliberate Grave Determining in Synods, this Elaborate 
and well wrote Defence and Vindication, &. you, an un- 
doubred Scholar, a Learned Divine, and a-Prime Paſtor of 
the Flock, did not ſo much as underſtand the © Plain Eafy ” 
Engliſh of your Common Prayer Book, would be Scurrileus to 
a moſt Exorbitant Degree, and therefore tis but common 
| Juſtice 
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* Vid. Preface © Concerning the Service of the Church.) 
J [Vid. Preface “ of Ceremonies, why ſeme — “ be 
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Juſtice for every Candid Reader not to give in to So Grey: 
a Scandal. 


6s CLIV. 7 | \ AKING therefore for granted, your 

then Indubitable Knowledge and Under. 
ſtanding of the Engliſh of your Common Prayer Book, Le: 
us Now ſee a Little of the Great Deal you have ſaid, of 
its Defects with Relation to the four Primitive Ulages, 
and of the Neceſſity of ſupplying thoſe Defects. 

3 Thus, for Example, you ſay, 

« IS CLEAR that the C - of E bas made a 
« DEFECTION from the Univerſal Church of the firſt and 
te pureſt Times in LAYING ASIDE theſe Uſages”. Vin- 
dication of the Poſtſcript. Preface p. xx. 

« For my own Part” (ſay ou] © as I was FULLY 
« convinced of Some of theſe FEC'TS before I left the 
« Publick Communion, I did endeavour to SUPPLY them the 
« beſt I could without making a Publick Declaration of my Opi- 
« „ion Then you ſhew in what Particulars you fo 
endeavour'd. , Diſſertation p. 359. | 

Speaking of the Reſtorers you ſay, Fow could they con- 
tc tinus in Communion with thoſe, from whom they could not 
« receive the Communion UNMAIMD “? ibid. p. 361. 

« The DEFECTION SO PALPABLY DISCERNA- 
« BLE TO ALL, that we could not but ſee and acknowledne 
* +". wid. 3, $30- 

« It is PLAIN that the Euchariſt is not rightly adminiſtred 
« by the preſent Form of the C of E , which all 
1 * receive by that Form OUGHT to be ſatisfied in 
bid p. 397- 

You deſire your © Reader that he would IMPARTIAL- 
« LY compare the preſent Cemmunion Olfice of the C-—— f 
2 E - evith” the Liturgies publiſh'd by you 
« and then JUDGE FOR HIMSELF, whether he find it 


« Harmonious with, or AGREEABLE to any of them” 
ibid. 431. 


Can ANY ONE THINK that the preſent C—— of 


OE — bas not departed 18 the Communion of the whole 
* Catholick Church, in REJECTING ſo many T hines, aubich 
« vere always praiſed by the Catholick Church? ibid. 432. 

I it a Dueſtion, which wwe ought to communicate with, 
«K The Primitive and 7 ruly Catholick Church it fel; or a par- 


* ticular Church, which has ſo PLAINLY DEVIATED 
from That Gommunion ? ibid. 432. 
; CY No 
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@ \ Fear of its Conſequences could diſſuade from, nor juftify 
© our longer Refuſal of it, but we were OBLIGED to make 
« „he Alterations we have done, in order to diſcharge OUR 
« DUTY FAITHFULLY ”. 1bid p. 437. 

This Sufficiently ſhews your Knowledge of the True 
Enzliſh of your Common Prayer Book, with regard to the 
Four Uſages in General, we ſhall fee by and by, how ir 
diſplays it Self as to each of them in Particular, that ir 
libovers not one of them to he contain'd thercin ; and that 
Conſequently your New Undertaking to prove, that they 
are © Expreſsly and Manifeftly ” there, is a Surprizing At- 
tempt to demonſtrate what is an Zxtream Contradiction to 
your own Knowledge of the Plain, Eaſy, Current Engliſh of 
that Book ; and Can have nothing whereon to Support it, 
but the Chimerical Sandy Foundation, of Some new Invented, 
ſome new Coin'd Falſe Engliſh, contriv'd and put upon us, 
inſtead of the Genuin Language of the ZEnzl;/b Nation, 
and Contrary to the Common Senſe: and Underſtanding of 
your former Judicious Self, and of all others who have any 
— of the Truth of That Language. Let us 
therefore Try your new Invention in its Several Particulars, 


eee eee e 


Iſt, Of the Mixture of Wine and Mater, 


in the Sacramental Cup. 


& (LV. Y your Undertaking and Promiſe you are 

D bound to produce and give us This “ Great 
* Neceſſary ” « EXPRESSLY, and manifeſtly allowed 
and provided for in the Uſe of your Liturgy. I have 
pry perus d all you ſay from your 14th to your 18th p. 
which takes in the Whole of your Attempt upon this Head; 
and I do Sincerely declare, that you have not given us 50 
much as One Single Inſtance, of a Rubrick in that Liturgy, 
or of any Act whatſoever of the preſent Church of Eng- 
land, that Expyeſsly and manifeſtly allows and provides for 
this Mixture of Vins and Water; nay, you cannot poſſibly 
produce any Such; and therefore, you have fail'd, and 
muſt fail of performing your Promiſe ; the Genuine Eaſy 
Language of the Church of 2 rendering you utter- 

| 0 
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ly uncapable of performing it: And here I might con- 
clude very fairly upon this Head; but that your Fallacies 
muſt be detected: Thus, you ſay, of the Mixture, 


S CLVI. © H E Church of England has not indeed 
«K commanded it, but She has no <vhere 
« forbidden it ; and what is neither commanded nor forbidden is 
« left INDIFFERENT), and may be done, or not done cui 
« out offending againſt the Law of the Church of England“. 
age 14- 
: Flere, Sir, You give us an Inſtance of the Glorious Pre- 
valence of the Mighty Power of Truth: You own, She 
« t not indeed COMMANDED ,“; Then, Sir, accord- 
ing to your Self, Her Rubrick which Commands WINIX, 
do's “ not indeed Command” Wine and WATER, the very 
Mixture you ſay ſhe has not Commanded ; Therefore, her 
Word WINE, in all her preſent Laws, is no other than 
Pure Wine without Water, Pray, Sir, remember this. 

Again, Let us take the Whole of this Paſſage I quote 
from you; either you athrm all this of “ neither command. 
« ed nor forbidden ”, &, as Pertinent to prove your Grand 
Propoſition of Expreſsly and manifeſtly ”, or not Pertinent ; 
If not Pertinent, then *tis 1mpertinent thereto, but I will 
not Suppoſe you hereby deſier'd an Impertinence to the Proot 
of your Great Undertaking, but will allow that you mean 
and intend it to be very Pertinent to the Same: Taking this 
then to be your Meaning and Intention; We will Connect 
theſe Several Aſſertions of yours, to your Wonderful Pro- 
miſe, and ſee how they look when Standipg together, as 
Proofs of its Performance, thus, 

« The C— of E has not indeed Commanded it — 
THEREFORE the Mixture is © Zxpreſsly and manifeſtly * 
Provided for 

« She has no chere forbidden it, 'THEREFORE it is 
% Enpreſsly and manifeſtly" « provided for *. 

* What is neither commanded nor forbidden is left Indiffe- 
« rent, and may be done or not done Ivithowt offending againſt 
e Laxw of the Church of England ”, 'THEREFORE the 

Mixture is “ Expreſsly and manifeſtly” -—=-- © provided for” 
Thus Beautiful are the Parts refiedtively conſider'd with a 
THEREFORE, connecting each of em to the Propoſition 
you are to prove ; and in the Same Harmonious Proportion ! 
will they ſhew themſelves, when taken all together, and 
tack'd but with One THEREFORE to your Promiſe, 
which is impoſſible to be perfoym'd] For, who, what po 
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* 
tional Conſiderer of Things do's not ſee the falſe Conſe- 
guence, from a pretended ſilent Negative of not © forbidden ”, 
to the affirmative Concluſion of FExpreſsly and manif*ftly 
« yrovided for”, where the Thing is not at all provided for, 
no, not ſo much as by Implication, 


$ CLVIL. UT alas, Your Aſſertion of the Church 

| of Enoland's not prohibiting the Mixture, 
will not ſtand the Teſt ; For, in Truth ſhe has “ forbid- 
« den it” Some of my Proof for this you recite in the 
ſame Page, viz. my Argument from the Acts of Uniformi- 
« ty”, which prohibits “ Any other Rite, Ceremony, Cpt. 
« openly or PRIVILY ” - — than is in the 
Common Prayer Book. You ſay upon this, That “ In the 
« J& of Uniformity, 1 Elis. (but not in that 14 Car. II.) 
You © do find” this “ Prohibition”. 

But, pray Sir, what's the Matter, you don't find it in 
the Act 14 Car. II? Do's not this Act Confirm the Laws 
of the 1 EAR. Read again, and you'l find it do's, and 
Conſequently, that the 14 Car. II. has this Prohibitiogi: 


S CLVII. * O Evide the Force of Theſe Acts, you 
fay of the Mixture, [which I ſtill at- 
3 firm is another Rite of Celebratins the Lord's Supper, than 
1 what is in the Book of Common Prayer] That you Believe 
I am 
« The Firſt that ever pretended that the PREPARING 
« the Elements for the Celebration was a Rite of Celebrating 
n | 
What an Evaſion and daubing Fallacy 1s this, to Cover 
and hide the Truth ; when you know, or may know, thar 
My Terms are not ſo low, as thoſe you here invent of 
« Preparing the Elements "', but that my Diſpute with you 
upon this Head is, what [by the Church of England's 
Law.] muſt be the Elements themſelves, what muſt be the 
very Matter, the Subſtance it ſelf of the Sacramental Cup 
miniſter'd ; This Matter, This Subſtance minifter'd, is a 
Rite or Manner of Celebrating. The Rite in your Common 
Prayer Book, is, the Miniftration of WINE; Another 
Rite, which is not in that Book, is, the Miniſtration of 
Wine and WATER added thereto ; This is Another Rite 
or Manner of Celebrating than 1s in the Book of Common 
Prayer, and is therefore farbidden by the Acts of Unifor- 
mity, & c. You ſhou'd know, that I am not the Hirft * 
who have called this Another Rite or anner of Celebrating,” 
you your Self long before me, and very oh too, did 
Ooz the 
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the Same in the 226th Page of your Diſſertation, prinie! 
Anno 1720; where you ſay of the Common Prayer Book, 
'ords 


theſe very W : 
« H Book orders ONLY WINE 20 be pit into the Fa- 


« cyamental Cup, to add WATER to it is to miniſter it in 
« ANOTHER MANNER than is there appointed, and jo 
40 forbidden 2 ; ; 

This you ſaid, when no Body can juſtly charge yo! with 
Tenorance of the Plain Engliſh of your Common Prayer 
Book, and of the Acts of Uniformity ; and fhews, that 
our Mother Tongue then taught you, that to © ADD 
« WATER to the Wine, is © to manifter it in ANOTHER 
« MANNER ”; This, Sir, is Vaſtly more than “ Prepa- 
* ring the Elements, c. as you now detraftingly call 
It. 


C CLIX. UT Your Notion is now ſo exceedingly 
debaſed, that Even the Publick Mixture, as 
it was by Rabrick order'd in the firſt Liturgy of K. Edward 
the VIth, was, according to your new Engliſh, © ot even 
« then made a RITE or Ceremony of Celebrating, but a Bare 
« Order enjoined, as Preparatory to the Celebration. p. 15 
Now Poor is this Fallacy of Separating the Publick mix'd. 
Cup, from the Celebration of the Euchariſt, as if it were 
no Part of that Celebration, when in that Liturgy, 'The 
Pricſt at the Altar is enjoin'd to take Hine, and put Hater 
thereto, 'This determines and aſcertains — The 
Matter, The Very Subſtance it ſelf of the Sacramental Cup, 
and therefore is a Rite, a Rule of Celebrating the Euchariſt; 
For, This Subſtance muſt Bo, and Continue in, every Part of 
the Celebration; without it, there cannot be any Lawful 
Celebration of the Sacrament at all; it is therefore more, 
much more, than Preparatory to, tis a Real Part of, the 
Celebration; And if to appoint and aſcertain, in a Liturgy, 
the Very Matter ot the Cup, is not a Rite of Celebration, 
tis impoſſible to know what a Rite of Celebrating is. 

This Eccleſiaſtical, this Sacred, this Divine Rite, wherein 
the HY hole Celebration of the Euchariſt is fo INTIMA TE- 
LY concern'd, you debaſe, and mitrepreſent, to be no more 
than * a Bare Order enjoin'd as Preparatory to the Celebration, 
as if it were no Part of the Celebration it ſelf; which is 
So plain a Fallacy, that no One's Underſtanding, who knows 
any Thing of Ritual Matters, 1s likely to be deceiv'd there- 
by; but, foraſmuch as ſome Eng liſt Readers are not well 
asquainted with theſe Things, and you have not defiu'd what 
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is the True Nature of a Rite, ] muſt do it for their Security 
againſt This and your following Miſrepreſentations of the 


Rite of the Mixture. 


S (CLX. 15 HE True Nature then of a Rite is to be 
Learn d from Dictionaries, Liturgick Ri- 
tuals, and the Scripture Account of Rites. 
iſt, The Euelib Word Rite, is deriv'd from the Latin 
Word Ritus, which in Latin Dictionaries ſignifies among 
other Things, a Manner, a Cuſtom, an Uſage, a Ceremony, a 
Ceurſe or Order x. In our Egli Dictionaries it is, an Order 
or Rule to be obſerved on Solemn Occaſions f 
2dly, In Liturgick Rituals, a Rite is a Rule, made by a 
Governour or the Governours of a Church, to be Obſery'd 
whether Publickly or Privately, with Relation directly to 
Some Religious Solemnity. Thus, as to Privately, in the 
Latin Chnrch, among the Rules made by its Governours to 
he Obſerv'd in the Celebration of the Euchariſt ; under 
the Title“ Ritus Servandus in Crliebratione Miſſe”. The 
Rule, Order or Courſe to be obfery'd in the Celebration of 
the Maſs, There are many Rules for the Prieſt to obſerve 
in the Veſtiy, about Things which Thar Church calls © Ne- 
* ceſſary to the Celebration, ad Celehrationem Neceſſrvia ; 
Some of which are, To a his Hands, with ſaying a Par- 
ticular Prayer upon that Occaſion ; 'The Parriculars of his 
Sacerdotal Dreſs, the punctual Order and Manner of attire- 
ing himſelf with 'em, and the Prayers he is to ſay at put- 
ting each of them on *, c. which are therefore Ritcy 
of, or belonging to, the Celebration, becauſe they arc Rules 
by the Church Governours appointed to be obſerv'd direct- 
ly with relation to the Celebrating of the Solemnity of rhe 
{uchariſt. So again, in the Ritual of the Greek Church * 
we ſee in Page 58, 59, 60. Like Rules to be obſery'd by 
the Prieſt and Deacon in the Yefry, about the Particulars 
of the Sacerdotal Atrire, the Order and Mainer of puttin 
them On, and the Prayers and Bleſſings then to be uſed ; a 
which are Likewiſe Rites of, or belonging to, the Celebra- 
tion of the Euchariſt, for the very ſame Reeds as aboye. 
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* Vid. Cole, and Littleton.] I [Vid. Kerſey, and Bailey. ] 
Vid. Miſſale Romanum. * Vid. Orationes dicendæ cum 
Sacerdos induitur Sacerdotalibus Paramentis. ** Vid. Gear's 
ETXOACTION, five Rituale Grecorum:. 
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zaͤly, The Scripture Account of Rites, ſhews us That 


the Word Rites, is the Same as Rules or Cuſtoms appoint- 
ed to be obſerv'd, whether in Publick or Private; Thu: 
Ads vi. 14. This Jeſus” « ſhall change the CUS- 
« TOMS which Moſes DELIVER'D ws ” ; The Marginal 


Reading for Cuſtoms, is, by our Tranſlators, put RITES : 


So Hebrews ix. 1. © The firſt Covenant had alſo ORDL- 
« NANCES of Divine Service“; the Margin, for O, di- 
nances, Reads © Ceremonies”. Again, Ferf. toth, “ Meats, 
4% and Drinks, and diverſe Ha/hines, and carnal ORDINAN- 
« CES”; 'The Margin for this laſt Word puts,“ RITES 
« of Ceremonies ” : And every diſcerning Perſon who has 
Read Moſess Law, knows, that he gave them Rules and 
Ordinances for Cuſtoms or Rites to Fo obſery'd Privately 
as well as Publickly ; Thus, for Example, The Prieſts had 
Rules given them, of Legal Uncleannefles, ſuch as their 
« Touching any Thing that is Unclean by the Dead ” or © Touch- 
« ins any creeping Thing prohibited. c. which Unclean- 
neſſes, while upon them, diſqualified them from Eating 
« of the Holy Things” Lev. xxii. To avoid theſe and Such 
like Uncleanneſſes, tho of Private Obſervance, were Rules 
or Rites of their Eating thoſe Holy Things. So it was a 
Rule for the //raelites about the firſt Fruits of their Har- 
veſt, that they ſhould . Eat neither Bread, nor parcbed Corn 
©« nor Green Ho until the Self ſame Day that they brought 
« an Offering unto God, Lev xxiii. 10. 14. This of not 
Eating, tho? of Private Obſervance, was a Rule or Rite of, 
or belonging to, that Offering. It was an Ordinance of Di- 
vine Service, that whoſoever TOUCITD the Body of any 
dead Man, it render'd him Legally Unclean, So that if, 
having this Uncleanneſs upon him, he enter'd into the San- 
ctuary, he would have defiled © The Tabernacle of the 
« Lord ”, Numb. xix. It. 13. Therefore, the Care of 
preſerving themſelves from this Uncleannefs, tho? of Pri. 
vate Obſorvance, was a Rite of, or belonging to, their $0- 
lemn Approaches to God in his Sanctuary. Laſtly, to name 
no more, The Iſraelites, Numb. ix. 3. were commanded to 
« Keep the Paſſover with ALL 'THE RITES thereof ”; 
Now, certainly all the Rites therasf, were all the Rites, all 
the Cuftoms, all the Orders they were enjoin'd to obſerve 
in and with relation thereunto, among which, this was One, 
That the Lamb, or Kid for the Feaſt of the Paſſover, was to 
be © @ Male of the firft Tear“, [Exod. xii, 15] This was a Stated 
Rule, a Rite of, or belonging to, the Celebration of the Paſſover, 
notwithſtanding the Private Obſervance thereof, in aſcer 
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taining the Age of the Lamb or Kid, by the private Owner, 
vr elſe the Keeper of the Sheep or Goats, [from which it 
was to be taken] who certainly knew the Time when he 
was jean d, that is, brought forth by his Dam. 

Thus we ſee by numerous Evidence, That, where there 
i. a Cuſtom, Cſage, Courſe or Order to be obſerv'd, whether 
Publickly or Privately, by Rule directly relating to, and 
upon Occaſion of, a Religious Solemnity, There we certain- 
ly Have a Rite of, or belonging to, the Celebration of that 
Solemnity; and that Conſequently, the Ciſtom and Cage of 
vrattically determining and aſcertaining the Matter of the 
Sac ramental Cup to be Wine and Water mix'd, and to be 
obſerv'd, whether Publickly or Privately, by Rule dire#ly 
relating to, and upon Occaſion ef, w_ Celcbration of the 
Euchariſt, is beyond all reaſonable Doubt a Rite of Cele- 
brating the Same : And therefore, this Mixture, when 
made by Rule, tho* Privily, is a Rite of Celebrating the 
Lord's Supper, not to be found in the Book of Common 
Prayer, and is therefore forbidden by the Acts of Unifor- 
mity, the now Church of England's Laws, which prohibit 
any Rite of Celebrating the Same, which is not in that 
Book. | 


6 CLXI. 9 avoid this Charge brought againſt the 

Private Mixture promis d by your new 
Party, if they really perform it, you are So finely improv d 1 
as now to deny, that it is a Rite or Ceremony of Celebrating, 
nay, ſo compleatly finiſh'd ! are you in your Principle of 
the a Dignity of their Mixture, That you advance it 
to the Super- eminent Preferment ! of being no more a Sa- 
cred Rite of Celebration, than are © The . drawing 


* the Nine“, And “ The Bakers making the Bread”; for, 


you expreſsly affirm, 

« They are AS MUCH RITES AND CEREMONIES 
« OF CELEBRATING as the MIXING OF TIE CUP“ 
ag, 15. 
: Thus, as we are all agreed, That theſe Acts of the Vintger 
and Baker are No Rites of Celebrating, So, if we may believe 
you, The promis'd Private Mixture, of your new Party, if 
really perform'd, is no more a Rite of Celebrating, than 
are the ſaid Acts of thoſe mechanick Trades; and conſe- 
quently, as you make it to be No Rite, the Plain Engliſh 
thereof is, that it 1s o Rule of the Governours of your Church 
to be obſerv'd, upon the Solemn Occaſion of Celebrating 
the Euchariſt ; Tis ue Crſtom, no Uſage, no Order, no Cere- 
mony, 
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ony of theirs relating thereunto : What then have Ca. 
tholick Chriſtians ro do with it, what Value can they put 
upon it, ſince you, who are One of its chief Contrivers, and 
therefore ſhould know its Meaning and Intention, have thus 
funk it into Nothing at all? But you are not Singular in de- 
tracting from its intimate Relating to the Euchariſtick Solem- 
nity ; for, I long be ot e now ſaw a Letter of your Mr. G = 
wherein he deny'd this Promis'd Mixture to be any Rite ; 
So that it looks, as if you and ſome of your Party were 
forming a Scheme, to render it as altogether an Lane 
ficant Thing, a meer Trifle of no Importance, and no 
more a Part of your Communion Service, than are the Vint- 
ners drawing of Wine, and the Bakers making of Bread; 
which I ana ſure are nomore any Parts of that Service, than 
are the Farmer's ſowing his Wheat, and the Gardincr's 
planting his Vine; for all which 1echanical Operations, I 
am very certain the Governours of the Church never gave 
them any Liturgick Rules whatſoever, with relation to rhe 
83 of the Holy Sacrament of the Body and Blood 
of Chriſt. 


S CLXIL 2 Corroborate your and your Mr. — 8 


| Notion of your Private Mixture's being 
No Rite, &. you tell us, © The firſt Rite or Ceremony 
* of Celebrating is the Prieſts placing the Bread and Wine on 
* he Altar”. b. 15. 

But here, Sir, you don't mind your Common Prayer Book | 
for, there we plainly ſee, This is not the Firſt Rite; there 
are Other Rites, that is, Other Rules of, or directly belong- 
ing to, the Celebration, which are appointed to be ob- 
ſerv'd, before this, which you miſtakingly call © The Firft” 
can be perform'd; namely, The Rite or Rule to prevent 
« Diſſention and Superſtitiqu—— © concerning the Bread 


« and Mine, that © it [ball ſuffice, that the Bread be ſuch . 


« as is uſual to be Eaten, but the Beft and Pureſt Wheat Bread 
« that Conveniently can be gotten ” : another Rite, is, The 
Rule to Secure, That this * Bread and Wine for the Com- 
« munion ” ſhall, to avoid all Diſpute, “ be provided by the 
& Curate and Church Wardens, at the Charges of the Pariſb ”. 
Theſe Rubricks are among thoſe that are printed at the 
End of the Communion. There are other Rules directly 
relating to, and are therefore Rites of Celebration, which 
mult be obſery'd;before this which you erroneouſly call © The 
rſt Rite can take Place; namely “ The 7 able at the Com- 
1 | e 


% J 

« unν i Time to have © a Fair white Linnen Cloth hon u; 
Another, That it“ ſhall ſtand in the Body of the Church, or 
« % the Chancel, c. Another, of tlic Prieſt's Sanding 
« at the North-ſide of the Table”; as in the Rubricks print + 
ed at the Beginning of the Communion Service. Theſe, 
when there is a Communion, are molt notoriouſly Rulcs ap- 
pointed by the Church of Enzland, to be ob{cryd directly 
with regard to, and upon Occaſion of, her Solemn Celebra- 
tion of the Euchariſt, they are therefore Some of her Rites 
of Celebrating the Same; They are Every one of em to be 
obſerv'd, before your miſham'd Fiſt Rite can at all take 
Place; and conſequently, you are very much miſtaken, to 
ſry no worſe of it, when you teach, That © the FIRST 
Rite or Ceremony of Celebrating is the Prieſt's placing the 
£7 « Bread and Wine on the ALTAR : In which Aſſertion 
| you alſo introduce the Word Aar, another Fallacy, as if 
4 the Church of England's Rubrick for © Placing the Bread 
« and Mine, had the Word ALTAR in it, when in Truth 
She there admits not at all of that Word, but expreſsl 
and manifeſtly uſes no other than the Word TA BL. 4 
having rejected the Word ALTAR out of all the Rubricks 
of her Communion Service. 


S CLXIII. Bie P Andrews, Sr mix'd the Cup ”. 
; He and © Others evho mixd were © - 
© ted for Strict Obſervers of the Laws of the Church of Eng- 
„land“ —— they © underſtood the Laws of their Own 
« Church, as well as this Gentleman; Say you p. 16. 
With all my Heart, Let 'em have underſtood thoſe Laws 
even much better than this Gentleman, if you pleaſe ; yet, 
their Superiority of Vnderſtanding, is no Argument that their 
Practice in that Inſtance was Conform to thoſe Laws, Be- 
cauſe 'tis impoſſible to prove, that the Practice of Men of 
ſuch Superior Knowledge, is always and invariably an un- 
doubted Conformity to, and Manifeſtation of, the true Na- 
ture of the Law; neither has Biſhop 4ndrews any where 
told you, that this his Practice was fo Conformable ; and 
if he had told you that it was; the Plain Letter of the 
Law of the Rubricks, and of the Act of Uniformity, wou'd 
have lay'd open the Miſtake. He and others have been no- 
ted for Strict Obſervers of her Laws” amounts not to an 
Argument, that they who have noted them as Such Ob/ervers, 
were not themſelves miftaken, or inadvertent, as to ſome of 
her Laws, or the Strict Obſervance of them; Beſides, tis 
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full well underſtand their Liturgy, and are efteem'd Strict 
Obſervers of its Rules, do, notwithſtauding take the Liber - 
ty to vary therefrom in Several Remarkable Inſtances, ef 
pecially where they think, that Duty obliges them there- 
to; Witneſs, your Self, Doctor, when you was in the Pub- 
lick Communion, and acted Contrary to your True Undey- 
ſtanding of Rubrick, and to the Eſteem you had acquir'd 
of Being a Strict Obſerver of the Laws of the Church of 
England; your Diſſertation, p. 359. has given the World 
fall Evidence of ſuch your Contrary Pra#ice, when you 
thought it was your incumbent Duty, tho“ at the ſame 
Time you knew, that the Laws of the Church of England 
were againſt Such your Practice. 

Biſhop Overals Underſtanding of her Laws, and Some 
Men's Judgment of his Strict Obſervance of them, are no 
Arguments, that he was a Strict Obſerver of thoſe Laws ; 
for, he manifeſtly broke through em, by his immediately 
adding the Prayer of Oblation, as ſoon as he had utter'd 
the Words of Inſtitution, when he Conſecrated the 
Elements. It was his Duty So to do, and fo it was Biſhop 
Andreaus's to mix; but, neither the Facts of the One or 
of the Other of theſe Biſhops, in Proſecution of their Neceſ- 
ſary Duty, is any Proof of their having Acted agreeably 
with the Rubricks of their Common Prayer Book, in which, 
Biſhop Andrews, 'tis Certain, Could find No Rubrick for 


Water to be mix'd with the WINE, any more than Biſhop 


Overal could find a Rubrick to utter a bene of Oblation, 
immediately after the Words of Inſtitution. 


But to talk of Particular Doctors, is very remote from 


the Point, by Reaſon of the Contrariety of their Bag 
ments againſt One Another, and ſome of theſe ve 


oct- 
ors being Contrary to themſelves, in the Change and Al- 


teration of their Judgment and Practice too, with relation 
to the very ſame Laws of the Church, as I have largely 
ſhew'd already, in ſeveral Parts of theſe Papers; and there- 
fore, to be Pertinem to your Promiſe of © Expreſely and mani- 
« 


: PLC c. you muſt give us Some Law of your Church, 


it you can. 


S CEXIV. V OU Try at it, by your Fallacy of pre- 


tending © That in the Language of the 
ce Church MIX'T WIN 


- is called by the Name of WINE ”, 
P. 16. 


This Your Equivocation is largely laid open and refuted 
8 2 18 to 20. 26. 96. 97. 289. 290. 309. to which 
I add here, iſt, 
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iſt, That the Church of England has now No ſuch Lan- 
nage as MIXT WINE, in any One of the Rubricks of 
er Communion Service; and therefore, *ris a fallacious 
Way of Speaking, to fay “ That in the LANGUAGE OF 
« *PHE CHURCH MIXT WINE I called”, &; tis 
miſleading thoſe who are not aware, and may fancy by 
this, that the Church has Such Language as Mixt Wine, 
when in Truth She uſes no Such Terms; her Language, 
when ſpeaking of her Sacramental Cup, being no other 
than WINE, without annexing the Word Mixt, thereto ; 
as all her Rubricks and Catechitm do teſtify, ©* Zxpreſsly 
« and manifeſily to the Eyes of every Reader. Bur, 
zdly, If by this Equivocation you would have us be- 
lieve © That in the Lanouage f the Church” her Word 
« WINE”, is © MIXT WINE”; and that therefore, 
Her Rubrick which Commands“ Vine, do's command 
xt Mine; Then 1 muſt tell you, that you may with 
as much Reaſon attempt to perſuade us, that we have no 


Uſe of our Eye Sight, and that our Intelle& muſt be ſo 


Stupid, as to take the T'wo Extreams of a Contradiction, 
to be at perfect Unity and Agreement with one another; 
For, as ſure as we have Eyes, ſo Sure and Certain is it, 
that Mixt Wine cannot be Seen to be the Language of the 
Church in that Rubrick ; And, as Sure as you have own'd 
in your 14th Page, that * zbe Church of England INDEED 
« has NOT COMMANDED” the Mixture, [which in 
my 334th Page I pray'd you to Remember] So it is Certain, 
beyond all reaſonable Doubt, that you are involv'd in a Di- 
rect, Expreſs and Manifeſt Contradiction, when you teach 
that She Commands the Mixture, as you moſt certainly do 
now, by endeavouring to perſuade us, that her Word WINE 
is Mixt Wine, which unavoidably repreſents her to Com- 
make Mixt Wine in her Rubrick, where She Commands 
ine. 

Her Preſent Law then, according to you, “ Indeed has 
not Commanded the Mixture, - RIGHT' : and 
yet, indeed it has commanded the Mixture, — - 
WRONG, Sir, Diametrically oppoſite to the Truth ound 
by you, as in my p. 334; And theſe two are as reconcila- 
ble ro One another as Light and Darkneſs. 


cc 


$ CEXV. O defend your Agreement for a Private 
v5" Mixture after you had declared and pro- 
mis d, that. you muſt and ſhould always inſiſt on the Publick 


* Uſe of the Mixture”, as in my p 41. 44. 64. You would 
argue That E m2 It, 
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iſ, © Privately or Openly is but a Circumſtance ”. 
2dly, © Provided «ve are ASSURED that the Cup is mixed”, 
you © cannot ſuppoſe it neceſſary that EVERY Perſon ſbould 
« ſee it done” And, 
zdly, You © doubt not of their Integrity, who 
« Fave promis'd that they will MIX“ ——— © PRIVATE- 
LS 
Bur, Sir, why with theſe pretended Reaſons, did not you 
adjoin, if you could, Subſtantial Arguments to refute the 
Reaſons you gave them, why you * mwuft and ſbould altyays 
« [nſift on the PUBLICK Uſe of the Aixture ; As they 
are regiſter'd in my 41ſt Page? But you cannot refure 
them; 'tis right not to attempt it; They ſtand in full 
Force, and Witneſs manifeſtly againſt all your new Pre- 
tences, which ate too thin to cover and hide the Deformity 
of your Private Agreement. For, 


ift, Privately or Openly, is not a Bare Indifferent © Cir- 


© cumſtance, when the known Enemies of any Divine In- 
ſtitution relating either to Neceſlary Articles of Faith, or 

the Neceſſaries of Publick Worſhip, have exerted them- 
ſelves againſt Such Neceſſaries, to extirpate the Belief of 
the One, or the Practice of the Other: In Both theis 
Caſes your “ Privately” is a Shameful Injurious Affront to 

the Divine Authority of the Inſtitution, as it hides the Pro- 
feſſion or Practice of the Neceſſary under a Thick Cloud 
of Darkne!s, hinders thereby its farther Propagation, treats 
and debaſes it, as a Thing of no Importance to the Edifi- 
cation of the Church, and by entruſting it, to the no more 
than Private ee of ſuch its known Enemies, wha 
continue to diſown its Divine Inſtitution, expoſes it to be 

utterly loſt and ſunk among them; and much, very much 

more is it ſo, when a Sound Church, not only acquieſces 
in this of „ Privately ” among ſuch Enemies, but to pleaſe 
1d unite with them, joins in ſuch their demanded “ Pri- 

« rately ”, and departs from and rejects her own Publick 

Proteſſion or Public Practice, in the ſame Inftance. A 
wonderful Prevarication ! without any Example in the Pri- 

mitive and Univerſal Church: Therefore, Openly to pro- 

lass the before oppos'd Neceſſary Article of Faith, or Openly 
to Practice the before oppos'd Neceſſary of Publick Wor- 
ſhip, is not, cannot be, a meer indifferent Circumſtance on- 
ly; No, in ſuch a Caſe tis abſolutely Neceffary for the 
Church, 'tis her Bounden Duty to Guard againſt theſe Nu- 
merous Evils, by her own Conſtant and Steady Perſeve- 
rance 


cc 
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rance in the Open Profeſſion, or Open Practice of ſuch op- 
poſed Neceſſaries, for their Support and Propagation, to the 
Glory of God's Authority who inſtituted them, and to the 
Edification of his People, for which Ends they were inſti- 
ruted ; And farther, as much as in her lies, ſhe ought in a 
ſpiritual Way, to oblige all the Enemies of thoſe Divine 
Inſtitutions, to make the Like Open Profeſſion, or Open Pra- 
ctice with her, or elſe by no Means to cloſe with them, in, 
and upon the Condition of their demanded and promis'd 
Private Profeſſion or Private Practice only. 

The Application is very Juſt to the Caſe of the Mixture, 
and the Enemies of its Divine Inſtitution, with whom you 
have agreed to Lay aſide your Open Practice thereof, in 
Compliance with their Demand, and upon Condition of 
their Promiſe to mix the Cup, only in Private ; For which 
{ pray God to Grant you Repentance ; more eſpecially be- 
cauſe 

:dly, Your ſaying © Provided we are ASSURED that the 
« Cup is mixed c. ſtands upon no firm Foundation; Its 
affected Privacy, and by the Enemies of its Divine Inſtitution 
too, is a Bar againſt Our being ASSURED ; and indeed 
your Own Reaſons for the Neceſſity of its being done Open 
[as in my Page 41-] do fully prove, that their Promiſe for 
no more than Privately to mix is no Security: and Conſe- 
quently your talking of our being © aſſur d that the Cup is 
« mixed ”, is very remote from being a juſt Vindication of 
your clandeſtine Agreement with them, in this Article. 

Your ſaying you © cannot ſuppoſe it Neceſſary that EVE. 
« RY Perſon ſhould ſee it done, is utterly inſignificant ; bg- 
cauſe, your own, and other Reaſons which have been preſyd 
for the Neceſſity of mixing Openly, ſufficiently prove, That 
Every 'Time of Celebration, it is © Neceſſary ” to be done 
ſo manifeſtly in the Congregation, as that all accidental, or 
deſien'd Omiſſions thereof may be prevented, and that the 
Communicants in General, who are preſent, may be aſſur'd 
of, and edified by, its due Performance iu their Preſence. 
This prevents all Doubt and Scruple that may ariſe in the 
Breaſt of any Communicant during the Time of Divine 
vYervice, concerning the Truth and Reality of the Mixture's 
being made; and tis Security ſufficient to every individual 
Member of the Congregation, thar the Ordinance of Chrift 
is not omitted or rejected ; which Security the Church, 
in Duty to her Lord, is bound to give in Fact, for the 
2 mg Miniftration of the Mecyſaries of his Publick Wor- 

ip. : 


3dly 
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zaͤly, You “ doubt not of their Integrity. What's That 
to all the Communicants ? Is your Truſt in the Frailty of 
weak Man, a Secure Rule for them to follow? If they 
ſhould follow it, and your Men of Integrity ſhould chance 
to fail in Performance, from what Cauſe ſoever; and where 
1s the Man, that's exalted above all Poſſibility of ſo failine ; 
would not the faithful Communicants, in Truſting to this 
Suppoſed ſmegrity, be found to have follow'd the Direction of 
a Crooked Rule, which has Led them out of the Way of their 
Pious Deſign of Receiving an Unmain'd Sacrament ? What is 
this But forſaking the Certainty of performing a Duty, for 
the Riſque of not performing it at all? And Where did you 
ever hear, 'That SUCH TRUST and Confidence in the 
Integrity of Frail and Inconſtant Man, and of Enemies too 
of a Duty as of Divine Inſtitution, was a ſafe Rule for the 
Church to Lay aſide her certain open Performance of that 
Duty, in Exchange for An Uncertain Private Diſcharge 
thereot depending on nothing more than the Integrity, 
It atchfulneſs aud Diligence of ſuch Enemies who continue to 
diſawn its 3 The Primitive and Univerſal Church, 
never had any Inſtance of this Kind; and thus your not 


doubting of the Integrity of your new Party, is no Rule for 
our Guidance and Direction. 


S CEXVI. WO HE Attempts which you and your Nor- 


thern Friend have made, to prove that 
the Church of Exgland's Laws allow of the Uſe of the Mix- 
ture, make your Agreement for a Private Mixture, to have 
but a very odd, whimſical and Irrational Appearance; for, 
if what you and he pretend, were true, then, Publickly to 
mix would be no Breach of her Laws, and therefore your 
Private Mixture could not, in ſuch Caſe, be rationally 
rounded on any Fear of Breaking thoſe Laws; But if [as the 
Truck 15] her | Pee are againſt Mixing the Cup, then, your 
Private Mixture is irrationally grounded on the Licenciouſ- 
neſs of Breaking her Laws in Secret, tho' you dare not do 
it in Pablick : If your Party with their Notion of the No 
Neceſſity of the Mixture, agree Privately to mix, only to 
comply with what they reckon is Our Needleſs Fancy, then, 
their Private Mixture, if performed, ſtands upon ns: 
tional Foundation, of the Lawfulneſs of adding an Uninſti- 
tuted Matter to the Inſtituted Matter of the Sacramental 
Cup, upon their own Principles ; So unaccountably odd and 
unreaſonable is it, on which Side ſoever you take a Proſ- 
pect thereof. 


S CLXVII 
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5 CLXVII. | | P ON the Whole of your Endeavour, 


to prove that the Church of England 
allows of and provides for the Mixture; you have done no- 
thing; Your Promiſe of © Expreſsly and Manifeſtly ”, is ut- 
terly broken; you have not prov'd that ſhe allews it ſo 
much as by Implication ; but your new Way of Under- 
ſtanding the Liturgy has plung'd you into Inconſiſtency, 
Self Contradiction, and great Abfurdities, while fruitleſoly 
labouring upon thisArticle. Nothing then remains, but for 
you, and all of us to remember, That, when you undoubtedly 
Underſtood the Plain Engliſh of your Common Prayer Book, 
you, in your Excellent Diſſertation concerning the Ancient Li- 
turgies, wform'd us, Expreſsly and Manifeſtly, That “ Cal- 
« yin and his Followers began the Practice“ [of Excluding 
Water from the Euchariſtick Cup] © at Geneva, from <vhence 
« jt aba brought hither by Bucer, Martyr, Fagius, and their 
« Partizans, by whoſe Intereſt the WATER «vas alſo exclu- 
40 8 from the Sacramental Cup in the ENGLISH LITTUR- 
« GY”: þ.: $9. 

That among the Material Alterations made in the Pre- 
ſent Common Prayer Book, from the firſt Reform'd Li- 
turgy, 


In the firſt Place, the mixing Water with the Wine 
« avas laid aſide”. p. 352. And of the C of E 
you ſay It <vas Evident that She had by Authority and Law 
« ſet up an Office for the Min iſtration of the Hol 2 


ommunion, 


« evithout appointine any MIXTURE OF WATER WITH 
„ THE SACRAMENTAL WINE”. p. 370. 


I proceed now to See, how you perform your Promiſe 
of An Expreſs and Manifeft Allowance and Proviſion, for 


AREASBRSSESESS 


II. The Oblation, or Sacrifice of Chriſt's 
oacramental Body and Blood in the 
Euchariſt. 


$ CEXVIIL PON this Head you give us not one 


Inſtance - of your promis'd “ FE X- 
* PRESSLY and MANIFESTLY”, nor indeed any Thing 


ke it; 'tis utterly out of your Power to find it in your 


Commudon 
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Communion Service. What you endeavour towards this, 
from p. 18. to p. 26. is ſufficiently obviated and anſwerd 
already in theſe Papers; and particularly what you ſay of 
Biſhop Hickes is anſwer'd in my p. 210. to 213. of Mr. Lay 
rence's Laick Attempt is refuted in my p. 24. and þ. 213 
to 215; and of the Homilies, in my p. 3o, p. 216, 229, 


230. 
S CLXIX. U'T the Improvement ! of your Private 

Invention, muſt not be neglected, it hav- 
ing produc'd, a Little Eſay, which has not before been 
brought to the Trial, but now upon its firſt open Appea- 
rance, betrays it ſelf to be not only infignificant, but a Con- 
tradiction to Truth and Equity in the Concluſion : For, you 
have given us, Your own 1 Attempt upon Mr. 7/n- 
ſon's Book of the Unbloody Sacrifice; A Fallacy, which, 
by Letter I am aſſur'd, you in Private have made Uſe of, to 
make Proſelytes to your New Scheme of offering the Chrift- 
1an Sacrifice, without an . 0 of Oblation whereby to 


offer it; and 'tis This; Mr. Johnſon in the Firſt Part of 


his ſaid Book at pag. 14. Chap I. Sec. IV. Says of the 
Levitical Sacrifices, © The Prieſt uſed NO WORDS, but 
« the ACTIONS were Significant, and ſpake the Thoughts 
« of him that perform'd the Office. Nor can I upon the beſt 
« Enquiry I am able to make, find any Ceremony generally 
« thought neceſſary for OFFERING a Sacrifice, but only the 
« ACTIONS, on: the Sacrifice was preſented ”. 

Upon which Wor 
in your 19th Page. 

« If then a Sacrifice or Oblation is made by the AC- 
« TIONS only, as Mr Jobnſon (than whom no one appears 
©< to have Kun 2 ſtricter Enquiry into this Matter) has 
« afferted and proved, there is Certainly an Expreſs and 
« manifeſt Oblation provided for in the Communion Office 
« in the Book of Common Prayer“. Thus you, 

And I fay, this your Inference is an Egregious Fallacy 
and Deception; For, | 

iſt, You don't fairly lay before your Reader, the ſaid 
Mr. Johnſon's further Knowledge, which he himſelf gives 
us of the Rite Neceſſary for Offering the Great Chriſtian 
Sacrifice of Chrift's Sacramental Body and Blood, and 
whereof you arte not, or ought not to be ignorant; Be- 
Cauſe in the Farther Progrefs of his Excellent 'Book at 
P. 327- and 328; He refers to this very Paſſage you quote 
from him, and then proves, that Prayers and raiſes "= 

tne 


of his, you thus pretend to argue 
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1 
the Only Neceſury Rites whereby to Offer this moſt Pure 
bacrifice ; His Words are theſe, and very remarkably ex- 
plaining your ſaid Quotation from him : 

, have ſvew'd” Chap. I. Sect. IV [ſays he] © That 
* no Rites are neceſſary to Sacrifice, but only the ACTION 
« or ACTIONS by which the Ollation is made: And | have 
« there and elſewhere obſerved, that the Oblatory ACTIONS 
under the OLD LAW c<vere ſprinkling the Blood, and burg- 
jn the Whole or Some Part of the Material Oblation Now 
% jbail ſbewv, that the ONLY NECESSARY RITES to 
« he obſerv d in offering the CHRISTIAN SACKIFICE, aer 
te Prieſt has accepted and preſented the Mlation at the Altar 
* (wuhich is abſolutely neceſſary in all picper Sacrifices) ave ile 
„ PRAYERS ard Praiſes of the Euchariſtick Liturgy”. This 
he proves by Citations from the Ancients in his 328 


Page, Conſequently, that the Chriſtian Sacrifice mult nec 
ſarily be offer d by Prayer, and thereby lays Open your Fal- 


lacy of repreſenting that Sacrifice, as made by the AC- 
TIONS: only, where there is manifeſtly No Rite of ofter- 
ing it by a PRAYER OF OBLATION, in your Commu: 
nion Service. 

2dly, Your Inference from Mr. Johnſen is a Deception, 


becauſe, you Let nor your Reader into that Learned VWri- 


ter's more ample Diſcovery of the Truch of this Matter, 
for, in the '2d Part of his Unbloody Sacrifice p. 71. to 81. 
He ſhews the Agreement, and DISAGREEMENT of the 
Euchariſt, with the Sacrifices of the Ancients, as to the 
MANNER in which it is OFFER D; and then from p. 81 
to p. 92. &c. He proves, that 

* Prayer was a Rite of Sacrifice uſed by the Patriarchs; 
p. 81. That | | 

Prayer was © uſed in Sacrifice by the Jews”; p. 82. 
That the 5 ; of 

« Jewiſh Prieſts ” were © implicitly required to fer Sa- 
*. crifice by Prayer; p. 83 That the 

* Gentiles always cfferd by Prayer”; p. 85. That 


© Prayer is the Proper May of cffering Sacrifice” ; p. 88. 


"Tila 1 | 
« Chriſt did ſo offer the Great Sacrifice”, p 89. That 
Me are to Offer the Euchariſt by Prayer openly pronounced; 
beo Thar if) Cs Maes | | 
Jo offer Bread and Wine, as the Repreſentatives of ” 
Chriſt's « Body and Blo:d by a Prayer, or a direct Adavrejs to 


God the Father, has been the conſtant Pract ce of the Chriſtian . 
Church“; p. 90. And he there pretents his Reader, vil y 


Q q | he 


that 


[ 350 ] 


« The Prayer immediately following the Words of Inflitution 
©u jy the moſt Ancient Liturgy now Extant ', the Same as in 
our New Office: And proves that Prayer 

« Beft fits the Nature of the Euchariſt”. p 91. 92. 

All this you very well know, or ſhou'd know of Mr. 
Johnſon's Book, That * have detraCtingly miſrepreſented 
him, by rending a ſmall Scrap of his, from the furt ber aud 
more Ample and Critical Account he gives of the Nath of 
this Matter, wherein he manifeſtly proves Prayer to be the 
Great Neceſſary Rite whereby to Offer the Sacrifice of Chriſt's 
Sacramental Body and Blood; You alſo know that Your 
Communion Office has no ſuch Prayer of Oblation ; and 
Conſequently, your Attempt to infer from him, that © There 
© 1% Certainly an EXPRESS AND MANIFEST Oblation 


« provided fir“ in that Office, is a Notorious Fallacy, ne- 


ceſſary to be expos'd, becauſe you have, by This very Abuſe 
of That Author, privately and clandeſtinely endeavour'd to 
draw Diſciples after you, who, it may be, had not the Means 
in their Hands whereby to diſcover the Deception : and 


the more aggravating ts this your Way of Dealing, be- 
cauſe 


5 CLXX, 7 HEN with undoubted Knowledge and 

Underſtanding of the Laws of the Church 
f England, and of the Plain Eaſy Engliſh of her Common 
Prayer Book, you wrote your aforeſaid Diſſertation, you de- 
liberately affur'd the World, in that Work of yours, con- 
cerning The Oblation of the Sacramental Body and Blood 
« of Chriſt ”. 


« That it is Omitted in the Communion Office of the Church 


* of England, is Evident to ALL that are ACQUAINTED 


« evith that Liturgy ; and that it was not CASUALLY but 
« WILFULLY left out there”. p. 119. That | 
„ The Church of England bas <vilfully and deftenedly omit- 
« ted to make the Oblation of the Sacramental Body and Blood 
ef Chriſt, wvhich he himſelf made and commanded us to male. 
fag. 120. And after naming Biſhop Hickes, Biſhop Overal, 
8 Laud, and Biſhop Taylor. p. 121. 122. You 
Y 


«ac 


That all theſe Learned Biſbops ſawo and believed the Want 


9 of the Oblation to be a very Great Defect in the Liturgy of the 
% Ow 


ch of England, and as far as they were able endea- 

% vou d to ſupply it *. p. 122. That | 
« The Reformers of the Firft Reformed Liturgy babe 
« put OUT the PRAYER OF OBLATION *. 5p. 354. And 
vo 
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« So much of this Prayer as the Second Reformers thought 
« Expedient to Retajn, was caſt into the Poſt Communion O ice, 
« mot to be uſed till after the Bread and Wine were diſtributed 
« and conſumed ; that ſo there might be NOTHING LIKE 
« THE MAKING OF AN OBLATION of the Gifts unto 
God. pag. 354: | 

From all which *tis manifeſt, that, When you knew the 
Plain Eaſy Engliſh of your Common Prayer Book, The Ob- 
lation of the Sacramental Body and Blood of Chriſt, was 
not in the Communion Service thereof; The Engliſh of 
that Book is ſtill the very ſame, without the Leaſt Altera- 
tion, and therefore the ſaid Oblation is even now not There ; 
and conſequently, your aſſerting that © There is certainly an 
« EXPR and MANIFEST Oblation ” [as to this Great 
Oblation] “ provided for, in the ſaid Communion Office, 
is an Expreſs and manifeft Contradiction to that Plain Ea/ 
Engliſh, and to that &#c. Oc. — . — which 
your Sacred Function obliges you to Teach. 

Next Let us ſee, How you perform your Promiſe of . Ex- 
« preſsly and Manifeſtly as to 


CEO eee 


III. The Invocation, to make the Bread, 


and Contents of the Cup to BE the Bo- 
dy and Blood of Chrift 


$ CEXX. VU P ON this Article you ſay but very little 

from p. 26. to p. 28. hich, tho ſut- 
ficiently obviated and anſwer'd before in theſe Papers, viz, 
at p. 22. 23. 28. 52. to 54. 79. 129 to 142. 186. to 201; 
Vet I muſt guard my Honeſt Reader againſt the Surprize 
of Thoſe Fallacies, which are contain'd in that very Lit- 
tle you offer upon this Head. 

You Beginning tells us“ THE INVOCATION is 
—— Expreſi and manifeſt in the Liturgy of the Ghurch of 
England. There cannot be a more Expreſs or manifeſt Invoca- 
tion than the Words Hear Us, O merciful Father, we hum- 
* bly beſeech thee, &c. p. 26. 


Qq 2 Here 
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Here, Sir, we muſt diſtinguiſh upon you ; “ TIIE IN. 
« VOCATION ” -—— ©* Zxpreſs and Hanifeft” is not in 
thoſe Words, "Tis Fallacious to ſay ſo, your Expreſſon 
carrics a Diſtinguiſhing Emphaſis, it conveys to the Imagi- 
nation, A Particular Idea, of“ THE, /xwocation®” Contend- 
ed for; and may induce the Undiſtinguiſhing Reader to 
Suppoſe, you deſign that Same Invocation, to be Expreſs 
ana Manifeſt in your Prayer * Hear us, &.“ You know, 

bat “ The Invocation“ demanded, and Argued Necellary, 
to de addreſs'd to Almighty God, is, That The Bread and 
Cup may be MADE, or, ay BE, the Body and Blocd of Chriſt ; 
That you and we have deny'd this © The Invocaticn', to 
be at all in the Words“ Hear us, &: Mou ſhou'd there- 
fore have ſaid more [ngenucufly in General Terms, That 
the Words“ Hear us, c. are An Invocation, and to this 

ou might have annex'd your“ Zxpreſs and Manifeſt ” too; 
For, this would have been free from the Deception of your 
Emphaſis, becanſe Every Prayer is An Invocation, and fo 
the Church of £:g/ard, and all Aſſemblies that pretend to 
Religious Worſhip, have as many Invocations as they have 

Prayers; But, Every Prayer is not“ "THE INVOCA- 
« TION”, is not the Particular abont which we are con- 
ceritd; no more is your Prayer “ Hear us, c.“ in any 


reſpect * THE INVOCATION ”, fo much as implied, 


much leſs © Expreſs and Manifeſt ”, as Every one may plain- 
ly ſee, who has Eyes and can read his Engl ſn Mother 
Tongue. Thus much for rightly diſtinguiſhing as to Zug 
Expreſſion, to keep clear of Fallacy. | | 


ST .CLEEE:* * FFF only Queſtien is *, [ſay you] 

* + evuhetber this Invocation” [v. your 
Proyer, Hear us, &c.] be a Bleſſing on our ſelves ONLY, 
and not en the Elements alſ»”, p. 26 For the reſolving 
of which Queſtion, you Examine what is pray'd for in 
thoſe Words, and reciie the Petition“ Hear us, &c, in 
its full Length. p. 27. Then you ask, 

« Can we receive the Creatures of Bread and Wine AC- 
« CORDING TO HD INSTITUTION IN REMEM- 
& BRANCE. of his , eath ard Poſſion, and be thereby made 
« PARTAKERS OF His MOST BLESSED BODY 
%% AND ELGOD, except thoſe Elements be made His Body 
and Elocd in Power and Effet”? pag. 27. 

I anfwer you directly, that you CANNOT receive the 
Creatures cf Bread and Wine according to his Inſtitution, 
E#c. as above, “ Except thoſe Elements be made his Body and 

| | | Blood 
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c Blod® ; And 'tis manifeſt, That you have no Prayer of 
Bleſſing, That God would make them Chriſt's Body and Blood - 
and therefore, you do not © Receive the Creatures of Bread 
« and Wire according to His Inſtitution ”. 

This, by God's Help, I will fully prove by Further An- 

ers, . 
my From your Self, when you was in the full Under- 
ſtanding of your Common Prayer Book, Then, you clear- 
ly ſaw, and Have in Print told the World, [as a Faithful 
Hiſtorian and Divine,] That 

« The Calviniſts evidently maintain, That there is nothing 
« yt BARE Bread and Wine oiven us to be eat and drank 
« qith the Mouth in the Holy Euchariſt ; but then they believe 
« that at the SAME TIME C hrift gives us his very natural 
© Pody and Blood that is new IN HEAVEN, and we Lat 
and Drink it in Our Hearts by Paith”. [Pag. VIIIth of 
the Preface to your Diſcourſe concerning the Neceſſity of 
Diſcerning the Lord's Body in the Holy Communion : ] and 
further in Pag. XVth of the ſaid Preface you aſſure ns 

"That © Bucer and Martyr Zealous Calviniſts being ſent 
* {for ouer hither to ſpoil our Reformation Abe 
* CONSECRATION Prayer was alter'd, ſo as ts make it 
* AGREEABLE to the CALVINIST DOCTRINE of the 
« Euchariſt ”. * Then inſtead of deſiring the Holy 
* Ghoſt might Bleſs and Sanfify the Bread and the Cup, and 
* make 'THEM the BODY and BLOOD f Chriſt, we were 
« taught to pray, that we Receiving theſe thy Creatures 
* Bread and Wine according to thy Son Our Saviour Feſus Chriſt's 
% Holy Inſtitution, may be PARTAKERS of his BODY and 
« BLOOD ”. — “ That is“ (ſay you] ©* That by Eating 
« the Bread and drinking the I ine, we may partake of Chriſt's 
« Natural BODY and BLOOD e@vbich is IN HEAVEN; 
* which is exa&ly the Calviniſts Notion. 

Theſe your two Paſſages I have transferr'd hither from 
my Pages 193 and 136, which laid together, give you a 
full Anſwer to your Queſtion ; for, Your Prayer Hear us, 
e. being © agreeable to the Calviniſts Vo#rine ”, muſt ne- 
ceſſarily mean, That 

We can receive the Creatures of BARE BREAD AND 
WINE. according to Chrift's Inſtitution, in Remembrance 
of his Death and Paſſion, and be thereby made PARTA- 
KERS OF HIS MOST' BLESSED BODY AND BLOOD, 
that is now in Heaven; without thoſe Elements being 
made his Body and Blood in Power and Effe&t ”. This 
ie the Calviniſt Notion © Nothing but Bare Bread and Wine * 

| a are 
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are given us to Eat and Drink with the Mouth; Your Cal. 
viniſtical Prayer therefore do's not = „That you may re- 
ceive Tus Bread and Wine made bride's Body and Blood; 
The Only Body and Blood it prays you may be Partakers 
of, is Chriſt's Body and Blood now in Heaven; And this 
produces 
2diy, Another Anſwer of your Own, To your Queſtion, 
which yoa ſhall have in your Own Words, wherein you 
righely teach, That this Calviniftical Prayer, 
„lakes a Plain Diſtinction, betwixt the Bread and I ine, 
* and Our Saviour's Bedy and Blood“. That it 
« Evidently ſuppoſes them to be Tewo Diſtinct Things. Grant 
et that we receiving theſe thy Creatures of Bread and Wine 
« may be Partakers of Chriſt's Body and Blood. Which 
« man feſily implies The BREAD and WINE to be tina 
« or Different Things from the BODY AND BLOOD”. — 
« And Except they are ſuppoſed to be TWO THINGS, 
« then the Prayer is, that We receiving or partaking of 
e the Zody and Blood of Chriſt may be Partakers of his 
& Body and Biood ”. Which you Term a 
« Newſenſical Interpretation ” -——— * of this Petition, 
[In the Preface aforeſaid at p. xx] 
From whence it inevirably follows, that, according to 
our Self, This Calviniſtical Prayer, makes the Bread and 
Wine Received to be ONE TEING, and the izody and 
Blood of Chriſt you pray to bc Partakers of, ANOTHER: 
And that therefore, hat Same Bread ard Mine, are not 
pray d for, to be made Chriſt's Body and Blood. And you 
are alſo to be remembred ; that, 5 the you had been giving 
an Acconnt of Our Lord's Doctrine, of Eating his Body 
and Drinking his Blood, in the Inſtitution of the Eucha- 
rift, you then ſay [bid. p. xx.] | 
« But I know not how to RECONCILE the Conſecration 
« Prayer in the Vreſent Eftablitid Liturgy to THIS DOC- 
« 'TRINE “. | N 
And thus you have your Own Anſwers to your Queſtion 


before us: Tne Sum of which, is, That your Prayer“ Grant, 


Ec.“ being made ægreealle to the Calviniſt Doctrine, 
and not reconcileable to the True Doctrine of the Inſtitu · 
tion; do's therein Supꝑpoſe, That you Can in the Eucha- 
riſt Receive Bare Bread and Mine, according to Our Sa- 
« viour's liiſtiturion“; and that you Can then be made 
Partakers of Chriſt's Body and Blood now in Heaven, with- 
out 'Thoſe Elements being made his Body and Blood; and 


that conſequently, in that Prayer there is uo Petition to 


* 


n 
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make the Bread and Wine the Body and Blood of Chriſt; 
That very Bread and Wine, even in the Act of RECEIV. 
ING, being by the Prayer it ſelf, diſtinguiſh'd from the 
Body and Blood of Chriſt, of which, God is therein pray'd 
to make yon Partakers. - A Novelty not to be found in 
the Inſtitution ; and to which the whole Catholick Church 
is an utter Stranger ; for, by the one and the other we are 
Taught 

« That the Bread and the Cup in the Holy Euchariſt are 
«@ the ONLY BODY AND BLOOD which Chriſt appointed 
« us to Eat and Drink ”, [as you have well oblerved in the 
xviith Page of your ſaid Preface.] 


6 CEXXI. B U'T I have another Anſwer to your 
Queſtion, which the very Letter of your 
Communion Service plainly dictates to the Underſtanding 
of Every Impartial Catholick Reader; Tis this, That 
your Queſtion is grounded upon a Suppoſition, which is 
not allow'd you to be True; Ir takes for granted, Thar 
you © receive the Creatures according to _ Holy Inſtitu- 
4 tion”, as in the Prayer; when in Truth, you do not by 
the Rules of your Communion Service, receive them ac- 
cording to that Inſtitution ; and therefore your Queſtion is 
Fallacious. This is evident in the Three following Par- 
ticulars: 
iſt, In reſpect of the Matter or Sulſtance of the © Crea- 
« tures”, which “ according to the Inſtitution muſt be 
Bread and Wine mingled with Water; But your Commu- 
nion Service provides not this Inſtituted Matter of Wine min- 
gled with Water, therefore, by this Service, you receive not 
« the Creatures of Bread and Wine according to the Inſtitution ”. 
2dly, In reſpe& of the The Great Oblation of the Crea- 
tures, which the Inſtitution requires they ſhou'd be made to 
the Father, for a Memorial of Chriſt Death, &c. that we may 
Eat and Drink of the Great Chriftian Sacrifice, ſo offered: 
But your Communion Service makes not This Inſtituted 
Oblation of them; Therefore, by this Service, you do nor, 
in this reſpect © Receive the Creatures of Bread and Wine 
« according to the I. T 
zaly, In Reſpe& of the Conſummate Divine Worth, 
Value, and Quality of the Creatures to be received; which, 
the Inſtitution requires ſhould be Bread and mixt Wine, 
made the Body and Blood of Chriſt before the Ad of Re- 
ceiving : But, we have ſeen already, that the er, Being 
Calviniſtical, ſpeaks of them, as no other than Hare m_ 


EW] 

and Wine in the very Act of Receiving; nay, The Very 
Words of that Prayer do themſelves diſtinguiſh the Bread 
and Wine, from the Body and Blood of Chriſt, in the Act 
it ſelf of Receiving ; that is, the Bread and Wine are one 
Thing, and the Body and Blood another; therefore, the 
Bread and Wine are not, that Body and Blood; and Conſe- 
quently, Your “ receiving the Creatures of Bread and Ii ine“ 
is not receiving them according to Chrilt's Holy Inſtitution. 

Your Queſtion chen being thus wrong founded, is of 
no manner of Importance, but indeed a Fallacy, becauſe, 
by your Queſtion, you'd pretend to make it evident, That 
your © Elements are made Chriſt's “ Body and Blood ”, up- 
on a Preſumption of the Truth of the Premiſes, That yon 
« rereive thoſe Elements “ according to his Inſtitution “: 
But theſe Premiſes are not True, you do not SO receive 
the Elements by the Rules of your Communion Office, as 
J have juſt now ſhew'd; and therefore, the Conſequence 
you aim at, is not True, thoſe Elements are not His Body 
and Blood. | 


5 CLXXII. TD UT to Back your Fallacious Queſtion, 
l ou as fallaciouſly add 
I that BXPRESSLY and MANIFESTLY prays fi 


« he End, EXPRESSLY and MANIF ESTLY prays for 
« the Means, without which that End is not to be obtained”. 


2 | | S 
. This Fallacy I have 1 detected in my Pages 140. 
141. 142. which needs no Repetition here. But, why, Sir, 
don't you tell us, what is the END and what are the 
MEANS, you pretend are pray'd for in your Petition 
« Grant, ©? What is the True End, and what are the 
True Means which ought to be pray'd for ? Had you bur 
* Expreſsly * named them, and attempted to prove that they 
are pray'd for, in this Petition ; your very naming of them, 

would have been a full . that they are not 
there pray'd for: But thus to be © Expreſs and manifeſt 

ou prudently ! avoid. "Therefore, that the Reader may not 
be in the Dark, my aboveſaid 14oth Page ſhews him what 
are the True Means, and what the True End; and that they 


are not pray'd for in your Petition © Grant, &. 


6 CEXXIV. V OU quote our Catholick Invocation at 


Length, as it ſtands in the New Com- 


munion Office: [ But tis Something unaccountable you 


ſhould do fo ; when the very Appearance o 


-'-* demonſtrates 


f that Invocation . 


n 


e 
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demonſtrates, that you have none at all Equivalent thereto :] 
and then you ſubjoin your Comment upon it thus, 

„That is in ſhort ” (ſay you] © Sv MAKE ?he Bread 
« and Cup the Body and Blood of Chrift, THAT they who re- 
« cejive them may partake of all the Benefits purchaſed by his 
©« Death and Paſſion” ; But your Prayer has nothing in the 
Leaſt like this. 

Then you wonderfully, and according to the new modery 
S hemes of Divinity ! conclude your Comment in theſe very 
Words, 

« For to be 1 in Godlineſs, &fc. is no Other than 
« to Partake of the Benefirs of Chriſt's Death, OR TO 
« BE PARTAKERS OF HIS BODY AND BLOOD “. 

Which laſt Words of yours in Capitals, do, by your in- 
ſerting the Word OR, moſt aſtoniſhingly make our Par- 
taking © of the Benefits of Chrift's Death ”, to be, our being 
« PARTAKERS OF HIS BODY AND BLOOD ”; As 
if, the Benefits of his Death, were His Body and Blood, name- 
ly, the Bread and Cup made That Body and Blood, to be 
recciv'd in the Holy Sacrament, as the Inſtitution enjoins. 

And what is this, but running into the Nonſenſe of ma- 
king the END and the MEANS to be One and the Same 
Thing ? For, you cannot rationally deny, That the MEANS 
pray'd for, in that Moft Ancient Catholick Invocation, upon 
which you pretend to Comment, 1s, that the Holy Ghoſt 
« may MAKE this Bread the BODY OF 'THY CHRIST, 
« and this Cup the BLOOD OF THY CHRIST”; the 
Bread and the Cup made the Body and Blood to be re- 


 ceiv'd are here moſt manifeſtly the MEANS; and then, 


the END of thoſe Means is immediately after pray'd for, 

namely, T H AT they who are Partakers th may be 

* confirm'd in Godlineſs, 2 „, which let be as you Comment, 

1 2 Partake cf all ibe Benefits” of Chriſt's Death and 
10N : 


Theſe Two, the Means and the End, you Confound to- 
2 as one Thing, in the aforeſaid Laſt Words of your 
mment, as before obſery'd ; whereby you Conſequently 
encourage Men to Believe, that it they Can perſuade them- 
ſelves they pray for the END, namely, © to partake of all 
« the Benefits of Chriſt's Death; they need nor be An- 
xious about the Neceſſity of Praying for the MEANS In- 
ſtituted to obtain that END; the Means, viz. Bread and 
mix'd Wine made the Body and Blcod of Chriſt to be receiv'd 
for the Obtaining of that End, need not be particularly 
pray'd for, Becauſe . ” confirm'd in Godlineſs, 84 is 
1 20 


[38] 
tc no other. than to Partake of the Benefits of Chriſt's 
Death, OR to be Partakers of His Body and Blood ”, As you 
Expreſsly and Manifeftly teach. And thus you fruſtrate 
the Duty of Particulariy praying for the Inſt tut-d Means, 
when Men can fancy Th 
rain'd by thoſe Veans. This is fine New Divinity, which 
if True, would Support even Puakeri/m it ſelf, that Novel 
Enthuſiaſm, which ſets afide the Neceſſity of the External 
Ordinances of Chrift, the Inſtituted Means of Grace, un- 
der the Pretcnce of their having Thoſe Means, while they 
are in Poſſe on of their Spiritual Cnι: A Deluſion too 
much prevailing in theſe dangerous Days! 


S CLXXV. Þ\*' ROM Your Fallacions Comment on Our 
Primitive Catholick Invocation, you run 

on in the ſame Manuer of Teaching, upon your own Pray- 
er © Grant, &c. in theſe Words, | 

When therefore we pray that by receiving Bread and 
« Ine according to Chriſt's Inſtitution ave may be Poriakers 
« cf hi Body and Blood, THAT IS”, ſay you} © OF ALL 
„ RK, BENEFITS PURCHASED BY THE BREAK- 

« ING OF * BODY AND THE SHEDDING OF 
« HI> BLOOD, ee idently, expreſsly and manifeſtly pra 
« for ALL that the rim church pray'd gf * 
4% Invocation”. þ. 2. 28. N 

In which Words, you again fallaciouſly repreſent the 
Partaking * ef 18 BODY AND ELOOD*” [which 
ought to be your MEANS at the Altar, tho' you have it 
not there] | tay, if yu intend} this MEANS, you mitre- 
preſent it as ot and the ſame Thing with the END, 
namely, Par.aking of © al the Ben-ti's purchaſed by the 
« Bre krg of hs ody and he id ng of his Blood; for, you 
make nete ears, and this Eud to be the Same, by inſert- 
ing your © THAT 107 between them both; which re- 
preſents them as one and the ſame Thing; and, is again 
the Nonſ-nt: of making the Eud to be the Means [as in 
the | ft ection] aud Conſequently teuches, the No Necei- 
ſi y of being partunlar in praying for the Means; for what 
need of this Payticularity, if the Erd and the Means are 
one and the fame Thing? And in fo doing you reject the 
Necelity of Praying Pariicularly, that the Bread and Cup 
may H the Eody and Blood of Chrift, as the Inſtitution 
requires they ſhould ,, before we partake of them. 

But alas, after all, cur Prayer “ Grant, &œc. as you 


your ſelf have inform'd us, prays to make you Irwin 
a | of 


at they pray for the End to be ob- 
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ot Chriſts Body and Blood in Heaven, as in my S CLXXI. 
which, ihereſore, are not the Bread and Cup made bis 
Body ard B 3a a. the Altar here on Earth; and Conſe- 
quently, you pray, that Receiving Bread and Wine, — 
you may partake of that Body and Blood of Chriſt, which 
the Bread and Wine are not; altogether foreign from the 

Catholick Invocation. | 
Again, Your Prayer“ Grant, &c. goes upon the Sup- 
ofition of your receiving the Elements “ according to 
« Chriſt's Holy Inſtitution ” ; but this duppaſition is not vert- 
fied by the Rules of the Cummunion Office whereof this 
Prayer is a Part ; For, by adhering to thoſe Rules, you 
do not receive the Creatures of Bread and Wine accord- 
ing to the Inſtitution ;, as is manifeſt in the three Particu- 
lars I have named in my 5 CEXXII : And therefore your 
Prayer is Deficient as ta your Receiving the Creatures of 
Bread and Wine according to the WHOLE of rhe Inſti- 
tution: For, tis not reaſonable to Suppoſe, that the Pray- 
er, in that Reſpect of Receiving, Extends to the, I hole of 
the Inſtitution, when the Facts in the Service, are not al- 
lowed, or provided, to Extend to the V hole of that Inſti- 
tution ; becauſe, this would make the Prayer and the Office 
to be Inconſiſtent and at Variance with one another. 
A Thing, the Church of, England, whoſe the Office is, will 
not allow : And therefore, the Prayer of your receiving the 
Creatures, not extending to the Receipt of them according 
to the hole of the Inſtitution, cannot be proy'd to pray, 
that you may receive them ade Chriſt's Body and Blood, as 

the ſaſtityricn requires they ſhould be received. | 
And as your Prayer “ Gram, Sc. do's not Pray for 


this True Means, fo neither do's it pray for the. True End, 


that we may thereby Partake * of all the Benefits pure ha ſe 
by the Death and Paſſion of Chriſt, as you miſrepreſent 
your ſaid Prayer; In which there is not ſo, much as the 
Seeming Likenets of any Such Petition. And therefore 


S CEXXVI. | O UR Quoting your Prayer « Grant, 


5 g. „ and putting your Fallacious 
Miſconſtruction upon it, and thereupon atfirming, That 
when you pray thereby, you. © Evidently, EX SLX 
« and MANIFESTLY pray for ALL that the Primitive 
* Church fra d for in ce las I have Lite- 
rally tran Fried your Words at the Beginning of my Sec- 
tion CLXXV. Is ſuch a, Daubing of the Face of Trarh 
| 1 Wir 
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of 1732: That Article had 
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with untempered Morter, Ezek. xiii. as Jam ſure would have 
provok'd your pious Zeal, to kindle and burn hot againſt 
it, when your Sound Knowledge, your Unbiaſsd Underſtanding, 
and your diſintereſted Love of her © Expreſsly and manifeſtly 1 
told the World, That 

The Ancient Church, as appears from all the Litur- 
« pies, never prayed in this Manner. They never prayed, 
« that receiving Bread and Wine they might be Partakey 
« of Chriſt's Eedy and Blood. [See your Preface to the Diſ- 
courſe concerning the Neceſſity of Diſcerning the Lord's 
Body. p. xx. xx1 ] | 
This Witneſs is True; for, the Primitive Church's In: 


vocation prays Expreſsly and manifeſtly, for both the Afeans 


and the End, and your Prayer do's not at all petition for 
either the One or the Other; *Tis enough to name but the 
Means totally rejected out of, and neglected, and omit ed 
in, your Communion Service, namely, in ſhort, A Prayer 
that God would make The Bread and Cup the Body and 
Blood of Chriſt: This you have not, and This, the Primi- 
tive Church's Invocation has; her Liturgies demonſtrate 


the Truth of This, as in the Particulars produc'd and re- 


ferr'd to, in my Pages 134, 135, and 136th; whereby your 
ſallacious Miſrepreſentations of your Prayer, and the Pri- 
mitive Catholick Church's Invocation, are detected and laid 
Open in their proper Colours, and your Altertion of © Evui- 


e dently, Expreſsly, and MHanifeſtly ”, relating to both your 


Prayer, and that Invocation, are demonſtrated to be an Un- 
accountable Exceſs, which Vaſtly ſurpaſſes the Narrow 
Bounds of the IIId Article of your Clandeſtine Agreement 
fine Shew of Modeſty ! in 
Compariſon of your Advance; for, it confin'd it ſelf then, 
to the ſecret Receſſes of the Unknown Dark Region of In- 
tention only 8 
But, your Courage now invigorated with Farther Im- 
provement / not Contented with That Falſe Modefty, Breaks 
forth into Open View, with your new Invention and Diſco- 
very, That the Daftardly Thing which ſhrouded it ſelf, at 
that Time, under the Cloudy Name of 
« The Church” + © INTENDS”, is, in your Truth 
and Reality, Pure Open Expreſs Matter of FACT), Tis infi- 
nitely above the Trifling /nviſibility of Intention, Tis, tho 
without Any Alteration of its Nature, Real Fact, EVI- 


« DENTLY, EXPRESSLY, and MANIFESTLY ”; And 


therefore your ſaid IIId Article of 
* The Chureb—— * intends”, was a Timerous Abate- 
| | ment 
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ment of the Truth ! it wanted Courage to ſpeak out, and you 
have ſubſcrib'd your Names as Approvers and Supporters 
of its Cowardice. *Tis High Time then for you and your 
Party to Corret it ! and by a Couragious ! Approval of your 
illuminating Invention and Diſcovery | to make A New Article 
inſtead of your old One; That it may appear, you all are 
Convinc'd, The Church ” Intendi „ was too 
Modeſt a Declaration, as it did not Divulge the I hole Trath ; 
and that now, upon a more Critical] Search on all Sides, 
you find, 'That you ſhould have declared, and 785 do now 
therefore © Declare, That” -—- © The Church” in 
her Prayer “ Grant, Sc., do's © EVIDENTLY, EX- 
« PRESSLY, and MANIFESTLY, pray for ALL that 
« the Primitive Church * for in ber [mucation”, This 
will be [according to the Exquiſite Truth of your Diſcove- 
ry |] A Noble Improvement !of Your Laſt Scheme of Wor- 
ſhip; A Mighty Conviction of the Incredulity! of thoſe 
Diſputacious Creatures, who depend ſo much upon the Sigbt 
of their Eyes, the Hearing of their Ears, and common good 
Senſe, as to affirm, that the Pretence of your New Diſco- 
very, is no other than a Contradiction to all theſe; and that 
Your © Evidently, Expreſsly, and Manifeftly ”, are Nothing, 
bur mere Arbitrary Putts upon thoſe, who reject the Faith- 
ful Evidence of their Eyes and Ears, and implicitly follow 
the Dictates of Bold and Daring Aſſerters, even when they 
have no Arguments to ſupport their unaccountable Aſſer- 
tions. 


S CEXXVII. OUR Doctor Comber, and his Diſen- 
e his Knowledge of the Uſnges 

of the Primitive Catholick Church, and his having Livd 
at the Time of the Review of the Common Prayer, and Even 
his ſuppos'd Underſtanding © chat the Reviewers underſtood 
« by this Petition, Grant, &c.” to which you appeal in 
your p. 28th, do's not in the Leaſt mend the Matter; be- 
cauſe, with all theſe Adyantages, He never did, and indeed 
he never could rationally, pretend to be an Evidence for 
our New Diſcovery He has not at all, in any of his 
Works on the Book of Common Prayer, told us, That in 
your Prayer © Grant, &c.” you * Evidently, Expreſsly and 
« Manifeftly pray for ALL, that the Primitive Church pray'd 
for in her Invocation”. And if he had been ſo adventu- 
rous, His Common Prayer Book it ſelf, compar'd with the 
Primitive Catholick Church's Invocation, would have been 
full Proof againſt the Truth and Validity of ſuch his pre- 
tended Evidence. Nay 
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Tay, you your ſelf quote him, as One of the Doctors 
of the Church of Zrnzland, who aſcribe the CONSECRA- 
TION it fel? of the Elements, to Conſiſt in reciting the 
Words of Inſtitution ; and Conſequently, the « Ypinion of 
ſuch Doctor, is of no Value, ſo long as they do not eſteem 
the Prayer “ Grant, &. to be any Part of their Conſe. 
cration. Your Words are theſe | 

« Dr. Comber, (who l ũ with many who had an Hand 
in this Revi-w, and who, I doubt not, converſed with ſeveral 
« of them, having many Opportunities to do ſo, and | queſtion 
« not but when he formed his Deſien of Writing, which he did, 
« eavhilft many concerned in the Review abere ſtill alive, he con- 
« ſulted with them concerning their Reaſons for the Additions 
« and Alterations they had made) tells us, that the WORDS 
« OF INSTITUTION ARE THE CONSECRATION 
« IT SELF For ia his Analyſis of the Prayer of Con- 
* ſecration, he cails the Laſt Part of it, beginning with 
* the Words Who in the ſame Night, &c. THE CONSE- 


cc 


*© CRATION IT SELF, recitins the Act, and Wards of 


© Jeſus in the firſt Inſtitution. But [ſay you] © The pla- 
„ cing the Conſecration in ſuch a Recital of the Acts and 
Words of Jeſus in the firſt Inſtitution, Biſhop Morton, a 
„ Biſhop and Champion of the Church of Exgland con- 
4 demns as a Rom iſb Error, and calls it a Tranſoreſſion of the 
* Canon of Chris Inftirution, and not only calls it ſo, but 
has very clearly and fully proved it to be ſo”, {ſay you, 
in your. Diflertation concerning the Ancient Liturgies, 
85. 86] 
: Thus your Doctor Comber gives his Teſtimony of what 
he calls The Conſecration it ſelf ; you produce him as An 
Evidence, of the Inſuſſiciency of the Ghurch of England's 
Conſecration; and therefore, if ever he had offer'd to give 
Evidence, that Your Prayer Grant, &c.” is Part of the 
Conſecration, and Ev dentiy, Expreſsly, and Manifeſtij prays 
« for ALL that the Primitive Church pray d for in her Invo- 
« cation ; he would thereby have been Detected to be a 
Falſe Witneſs, Inconſiſtent and Contrary to himſelf, and 
an Oppoſer of the Common good Senſe of Mankind, which 
cannot find any ſuch Evident, Expreſs, and Monifeft Thing 
in all your Liturgy. But, the Man upon this Artiele ne- 
ver ventured upon This Exorbitant Degree of Aſſurance; 


and therefore he is juſt nothing at all, in the preſent Dit- 
pute with you, 8 A 


And 
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And now, Becauſe you, and your Northern Friend, are 
ſo extreamly addicted to recommend Particular Doctors to 
be Our Hal Rule, whereby to know the True Laus of the 
Church of Ens land, and what is the Reality of her Facts 
relating to her Liturgy ; [ Tho, they cannot poſſibly be 
That Rule, by reaſon of their direct Oppoſition to one ano- 
ther, and many of them being inconſiſtent with and con- 
trary to themſelves, in the very ſame Inſtances, as ſuffici- 
ently appears in theſe Papers.] 


g. CLXXVIII. I Will, to conclude This Article, preſent 
the Reader with the Teſtimory of a 
Doctor as Compleatly Diſintereſted, as fully Acquainted with 
the Uſages of the Primitive Catholick Church, and of as 
Conſummate a Knowledge of the Engljb Common Prayer 
Book, .and of the Hiſtory of the Motives why the Alterations 
were made, and of what Nature thoſe Allerations are, when 
he ſeriouſly examia'd That Book, and wrote upon it, as ever 
Doctor Comber or any other Doctor could pretend to; and 
the Doctor's Evidence I am going to bring forth, is the 
more Valuable, becauſe it Carries with it all the Marks of 
Truth and Righteouſneſs, being exactly agreeable with 
Faithfu Hiſtory of Ma'ter of Fact, and with the very Letter 
it ſelf of the preſent Common Prayer Book. This Learned 
Doctor's Teſtimony, Sir, is full Evidence againſt you; and 
clearly ſhews, That your Communion Service has not the 
Primitive Catholick Invocation, or, any thing Like it, 
and that therefore, your New Invention of its being Fu- 
dently, Expresſly, and Maniteſtly, in your ſaid Service, is a 
moſt Evident and Manifeſt Fallacy, not to be accounted 
for, by the greateſt Charity. This Teſtimony, Sir, is your 
Own, which you have publickly and deliberately given to 
the World, in your valuable Piſſ»rtation, concerning the An- 
cient Liturgies, where ſpeaking of the Primitive Catholick 
Invocation, you tell us, 
Bucer and Martyr Contrived to bave it EXPUNGED 
« the Liturgy of the Church of England.” p. 134. 
« Without ſuch a Petition, the Con/ecration is LAME. and 
« DefeFive, and not performed according to our Saviour s IN- 
« STITUTION. ibid. | 
« [t was CAST OUT of the Engliſh Liturgy for the, 
« Satisfa#ion of Bucer and Martyr, Foreign Presbyterian,. 
« invited Over bither to ſpoil our Reformation.” p. 156. | 


> = On. 

& Appayently LAID ASIDE in the Preſent Communicy 
* O ce of the Church of England, 4s ANY ONE MUST 
« BE CONVINCED «ho compares That Ojjice with the 
« Clementine Liturgy, or any other Liturgy here pub- 
« liſhed” p. 184. 

« The Church of England” — © has no ſuch Prayer, or 
tt any Thing EQUIVALENT to it, in her Il hole Communion 
% Office” p. 268. | 

« The Communion O) Tice of the Church of England! 
« ha O Prayer for the Deſcent of the Holy Ghoſt 
* % SANCTIFY the Elements” p. 422. 

And Laſtly, you tell your Reader, concerning the ancient 
Liturgies, 

« He will in all of them, except the Roman yet there 
& the Greeks ſay is a Prayer to the ſame Effect) meet with 

« 4 Petition that God would Cauſe the Holy Ghoſt to deſcend 
« upon the Bread and Wine to make 'THEM the Body and 
« Blood of Chriſt, WHICH HE WILL NOT SEE IN 
« HIS COMMON PRAYER BOOK.” p. 432. 

And thus upon the whole, tis plain, That your Service 
has not the Primitive Catholick Invocation, or any thing 
Equivalent thereto, for the Compleat Conſecration of the 
Elements. 

Let us next ſee How you Perform your Promiſe of 
« Expresſly and Manifeftly” in relation to 


ALTER ERIE 


IV. The Article of Prayer for the Faith- 
ful Departed. 


§. ane This Head, from page 28 to page 
39. Vou are more Copious than before 

upon the Others; but, ſo nothing at all to the Propoſition 
you have undertaken to prove, that you have not given us 
much as but One Irftance of an EXPRESS MANIFEST 
Prayer for theſe Departed, in all the Liturgy of the Preſent 
Church of England. And therefore I mia here alſo refer 
the Reader Back to my Pages 20 to 22, 26, 43 to 51, 78, 
21, 94, 96, 126 to 129, 233 to 285. Which fully an- 
ſwer and obviate all you pretend upon this Head, but I will 
not leave him, Deſtitute of ſome Directions, whereby to find 
| | particular 
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particular Anſewers in thoſe Numerous Pages, to the Fallacies 
you give us inſtead of Arguments. 

Your Obſervation is 'True, That the Holy Scripture and 
the Primitive Church, agreeably thereto, do teach, That 
the Faithful departed are not yer compleatly Happy, and 
that they will not be ſo “ without us” in the Kingdom of 
Heaven, as you rightly obſerve in your p. 29. 30. 

But your Inference from hence is not True; you ſay 

„hen THEREFORE ave pray that WITH THEM 
« we may be Partakers of God's Heavenly Kingdom, we Plain- 
« ly, EXPRESSLY and MANIFESTLY pray for them as 
« well as for Our Selves ”, p. 29. This, I ſay, is not True 
for the Reaſons already given in p. 21, 26, 45 at the Bot- 
tom, p. 96. in the Supplement, 126, 260. & (XI, at p. 265, 
Q CXII. at p. 266, $ CXVI. at p. 268, p. 269 at the Bot- 
tom, p. 270, 278, 279, 280, 283 at Bottom, and p. 285. 


S CLXXX. Y OU Try to prove Your © Therefore ** 
and Your Expreſsly and A as a- 
bove ; By the Church of Englands requiring her Prieſts at 
their Ordination 
Jo Inſtruct the People out of the Scriptures p. 30. 
Very well, Sir, ſhe do's ſo, and thereby overthrows your 
« Expreſsly and Manifeftly” For, Her Homily Doctrine 
Teaches of Our Praying for the Dead, That in the Same 
SCRIPTURE Mie have no Commandment SO TO DO "— 
And of the Separate Soul of Man gone to Heaven, 'That it 


« NEEDETH NO PRAYER”. 


This, Sir, is Her Zxpreſsly and Manifeſtly [See my p 258 
at Bottom, and p. 259.] and therefore, Conſiſtently with her 
Self, ſhe Requires her Priefts at their Ordination, not to 
Teach the People, The Doctrine of Prayer for the Dead, 
which, according to her, is not in Scripture, and is need- 
leſs, and therefore impertinent : So that, your Expreſsly and 
Manifeſtly, amount to an Aſſertion, That ſhe Prays, what She 
her Self Teaches is Unſcriptural, and what ſhe in Doctrine 
affirms is needleſs, and as ſuch {mpertinent ; for which ſhe 
1s as much obliged to you, as ſhe is, for your Ternung her 
Petition at the End of the Prayer for the Church Militant 
a Trimming . Clauſe”, as in my p. 16. the Imputation of 
both, or either of which, 1 am ſure ſhe will not allow. 


SC 
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& CLXXXI. Ou next endeavour by a Pretence oc. 
Church of England Canon, to Proc 


Your „ Fypreſily and Manifeſtly *, Thus, That ſhe 

* By a Canon of 1571, requires” [Her Priefts} © To tale 
« Care that they never teach any Thing which they would have 
© the People hold and believe, but what is agreeable to the Des- 
« trine of the Old and New Teſtament, And which the Catho- 
« lick Fathers and Ancient . have collected from 
« that very Doctrine“ page 30. Conſequently, Say you, 
« They are obliged to Interpret and Underſtand her Prayers a. 
« greeable to the Scriptures and the Doctrine of the Primilive 
« Church ”. 

Yes, Sir, agreeable to what She Teaches is in Scripture, 
for which ſee her Doctrine againſt Prayer for the Dead, 
which ſhe affirms is not commanded in Scripture, and is 
needleſs, therefore impertinent, as in my laſt S CLXXX. 
which Overthrows your Expreſaly and Manifeſtly. 

But, Doctor; As for © the Doctrine of the Primitive Church", 
and of © The Scriptures ”, why don't you produce Some Act 
of the Preſent Church of England which ſays, Prayer for 
the Dead is Contain'd in thoſe Doctrines? Why don't you 
give us ſome Act of hers, which acknowledges This Prac- 


tice to be“ agreeable to the Scriptures and the Doctrine of 


« the Primitive Church” This, if you could do, and had 
done, would have been of Some Importance; but you ve 
well know, That you Cannot produce any Such Act of hers, 
and therefore, this Your Quotation of a Canon of 1571, 
which Speaks not One Word of Prayer for the Dead, is moſt 
Egregiouſſy Impertinent. 

Again, Sir, This Quotation is not Only Impertinent; but 
alſo a Mean Impoſition of that which will not Stand the 
Teſt ; for, you produce it as an Act of the Preſent Conſtitu- 
tional Church of Zxgland, binding upon her Prieſts; when, 
in Truth, It is not Her Act, nor are Her Prieſts at all ob- 
liged THEREBY to © interpret and nie her Prayers, 
« agreeable to «© the Doctrine of the Primitive Church”, 
tho you oy they are So obliged in the Same Page ; For, 
upon due Enquiry I find, That theſe Canons of 1571, made 
in the Reign of Queen Elizabeth, © Though * 6" by the 

4e Biſbops of both Provinces, wanted the Queen s Ratification”. 
{See Collier s Ecclefiaſtical Hiſtory, Vol. II. pag. 531.] They 
therefore were not of any Legal Obligation upon the Clergy 
of the Conſtitutional Church of England ; nay, they were 
on the Contrary Even i/lega), ſo that if the Biſhops or their 
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Clergy had Acted upon any Suppoſed Authority of Thoſe Ca- 
nons, they would have incurr'd a Very Severe Penalty: As 
is Evident in the following Caſe, related by the Same Hiſto- 
rian in theſe Words, 

« Arc h. Biſbop Parker, being inform'd that Grindal deſegn d 
« general Viſitation, ſent him the Canons of Diſcipline above 
« mentioned. Theſe Canons, though ſubſcribed by the Biſbops of 
« both Provinces, wanted the Queens Katification. e Queen 
« was acquainted with what paſs'd in the Synod, and approv'd 
« the Proceedings; but, as it bappen'd, the Royal Afſent wat 
nat given in Form. Arch-Biſbop Grindal therefore Lemurr d 
« to the Execution of #heſe Canons : He was afraid a Præmu- 
« nire might reach him. And it ſeems his Scruples were not 
« without Reaſon ; for, by Venturing thus far, he <vould have 
« been liable to Proſecution, and muſt have (. aft bimſelf - 2s the 
Queen Mercy, 25 H. VIII. Cap. 19.” Thus our 
Hiſtorian. 

Now, This Act of 25th Hen. VIIIth Cap. xix. [Repeal'd 
iſt and 2d of Philip and Mary, Cap. viii. but Reviv'd 1 Elix. 
1.] Enacts, © according to the ” — ©* Submiſſion and Petition 
of © The Clergy of this Realm of England“. 

„That they, ne = of them, from henceforth ſhall pre- 
te ſume to attempt, Alledge, Claim, or PUT IN URE any 
« Conſtitutions or Ordinances Provincial or Synodal, or an 
« other Canons; Nor ſhall Enact, Promulge or E X 


«CUTE any ſuch Canons, Conſtitutions, or Ordinances 


« Provincial, by whatſoever Name or Names they may be 
« called, in their CONVOCATIONS, in 'Time coming 
« (which alway ſhall be aſſembled by Authority of the 
« King's Writ) UNLESS the Same Clergy may have the 


« KING'S MOST ROYAL ASSENT and LICENCE, to 
make, Promulge, and EXECUTE Such Canons, Confti- 


e tutions, and Ordinances Provincial or Synodal, upon 
« Pain of EVERY ONE. of the ſaid Clergy doing con- 
te trary to this Act, and being thereof Convict to SUFFER 
« IMPRISONMENT, and make FINE at the King's 
« Wil ”. [Statutes at Large, Folio, p. 422. 423-} 
The Act 26 Hen. VIII. Cap. 1. enacts the King to be 
« Supreme Head of the Church of England“; and recites, 
that he is ſo ©* Recognized by the Clergy of this Realm in 
„ THEIR CONVOCATIONS ”. [1bid. p. 436.] 
And the Statutes 1 Eliz. Cap. 1. and 9 Eliz, Cap. 1 
Enact and aſſert the Same, [Ibid. p. 760, and 815 There- 
fore the Canons of 1571, not having had the Legal Ratift- 
«ation of the Church of England's SUPREME HEAD, the 
| Si 2 Queen 
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Queen, or Any King, of England ſince Her, never were, 


nor are they now The Laws of the Church of England, bind- 


ing her Clergy, but the Direct Contrary ; the Clergy are 
bound at their Peril not to put them in Execution; and 
Conſequently, Your Say ing that he Church of England ” 

« þ, a Canon of the Near 1571 requires, &C.” 
and that Conſequently they are obliged to Interpret and Undey- 
« fand Her Prayers agreeable to” —— © the Doctrine cf 
« tbe PRIMITIVE CHURCH” -- making this Ca- 
non, to be THE RULE they are Bound to follow ” in the 
Interpretation of the Clauſe, at the End of yoar Prayer for 
the Church Militant, when tis no Rule at all fo to bind them, 
is, I muſt plainly tell you, either an Inſtance of your Great 
Careleſmeſs, which in ſuch Weighty Concerns you ought 
by all Means to avoid, or elſe, if it is not an Overhaſty 
Heedleſcneſs, tis a ſad Indication of Something much worſe, 
which I forbear to name, becauſe it manifeſtly enough dit- 
covers it ſelf. 


S CLXXXII. OU Say of the Clauſe of your Prayer 
for the Church Militant, That, our 
following the good Example of the Saints departed, 

4, a Neceſſary Means for their more Speedy Obtaining” 
the Kingdom of Heaven. For ”, ſay you, © Since they 
« ſhall not be made perfect without us, and muſt await till 
« their Brethren are fulfilled, the more of us that are living 
c follov: their good Examples, the Sooner will the Number 
« of tbe Elett be accompliſhed, and the Sooner will they be 
* raiſed again and have their perfect Conſum mation and Bliſs 
e both in Body and Soul, as our Burial Office expreſſes it. 
« Therefore the END prayed for EVIDENTLY and ma- 
<« nifeſtly regards them as evell as our ſelves”. Thus far 
you, in page 31. 

Now here, Sir, you muſt be kept cloſe to your Promiſe, 
of Proving that Prayer for the Dead is Zxpreſsly and ma- 
„fe provided for in the Uſe of the Church of England's 
Liturgy ; and then the Fallacy of all This will evidently 
appear; Thus, [for we are upon Matter of Fact, and will 
go directly to her Prayers.] : 
1h, Her Prayer in the Communion Office © Give us Grace 
« $O to follow their [the Departed Saints] © good Exam- 
« ples, That with them ave may be Partakers of thy Heavenly 
Kingdom; has not Expreſsly and Manifeftly, Your new 
Propoſition ; It do's not at all pray for us to follow their 

80 
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good Examples as © 4 neceſſary Means for their MORE 


« SPEEDY obtaining that Kingdom; There is not one 
Word of this in all the Petition: Again, there is nothing 
there, that ZExpreſsly and Manifeftly ſays, as you ſay, That 
e more of us that are living follow their gggg Examples, the 
« Sooner will the Number of the Elect be accompliſhed, 
« Ce. ”, There is nothing of this, aſſerted in that Petition, 
as any One that has Eyes, and can read, may plainly See; 
and therefore, Even in your own Way of making Premiſſes, 
thoſe Premiſſes not being expreſsly and manifeſtly in the 
Prayer, the END pray'd for, namely, to be Partakers of 
the Heavenly Kingdom, is not in any reſpect whatſoever 
Expreſsly and manifeſtly pray'd for under thoſe Premiſſes in 
behalt of the Saints departed. | 

And indeed, the Very Manner of Wording the Petition 
is Such, as demonſtrates the Fact, of the Living Only, be- 
ing therein pray'd for; © Give us Grace SO to follow 
« their Gaod Examples”, is Praying for the Means and 
Condition of a Conſequent Benefit and Reward, and Con- 
need to-Our Performance of that Condition: This Re- 
ward it ſelf abſolutely, is pray'd for, not any Circumſtance 
thereof as to the Time of haſtening it Sooner, or Duicker ; 
This Circumſtance, the Prayer do's not in the Leaſt Concern 
it ſelf with, but leaves it in utter Silence; The Reward thus 
pray'd for, without any Circumſtance of Time, is, THAT 
« ith them wwe may be Partakers of thy Fleavenly Kingdom; 
The Word THAT, connects this Reward to, and makes 
it the END of, Our performing the Means preceding ; and 
the ſame Word, THAT, determines this Reward to be Con- 
ditioval upon Our ſaid Performance of the Means; The Re- 
ward 1s pray'd for, upon No Other Condition than the Per- 
formance of the Means; The Saints departed are not, cans 
not in the Prayer rationally be included in That Condition; 
and therefore the Reward is not, cannot be rationally pray'd 
for in behalf of them, in this Prayer ſo Worded as it is. 

Which 1s alſo Evident, by Laying 'This Petition to Ano- 
ther Publick Act of the Church of England, viz. Her Ho- 
ly Doctrine, Thus 7M 


Gn 
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| « Give us Grace, SO 
NY 1. 2 © to follow their good Ex- 


2 bro” a 2 

amples ”. Communion Service. g M 

„ THAT WITH * > 

| « THEM” | = co 

[To Pray for whom 2. R 

4, ave will cleave on- th 

| « Iy unto the Word of « 

£ « God” —— „ e Homily Doctrine. ? 

N? 2. % have no Command ſo / See p. 258. 259. f 

| © to. do” — ey of 

need No Prayer y 

| « WE MAY BE PAR. = 7 

| © TAKERS OF THY Co * a o 

| « HEAVENLY KING- mmunion Service. 1 

DOM“. Wt 

br” t 

In which we ſee at Ne 1. The Means, or Condition to 1 

be perform'd by us the pay and at Ne 2. The Condi- te 
tiona Reward of Such our Performance, That the Prayer 

for the Reward is upon no other Condition than That Per- ? 

formance ; and that the Conſiſtency of the Church's Publick t 

Authentick Acts with One Another {as well as the Genun c 

Senſe of the Words themſelves] determine, that She prays 8 

for None but us the Living, and that the Dead are not, and WW ( 

cannot by her, in this Prayer, be pray'd for Conſiſtently WR" ( 

with her Publick Acts, in her Wording this Petition, and = t 

her Homily Doctrine. Conſequently, the Church of Zngland = 7 

Cannot here be Rightly « UNDERSTOOD “ to pray for Wn | 

the Saints Departed; And therefore, tis as Demonftrable, as WE 2 

is the Truth of Our Senſes of Seeing and Hearing, That Ee 

do's not in this Clauſe EZxpre/sly and Aanifeſtièy pray for [ 

them, as you moft Unaccountably pretend She do's. = ff 
2dly, As to Your Burial Prayer, my pages 46 to 51, 91, 

262 to 277, do abundantly prove, that the Church of Eg ·/ «© 

land herein prays not for the Dead, but for us the Living «© 

Only; As the Reader may See, if he will take Time to 

peruſe what's there produg'd of the Publick Acts themſelves Wn ©« 

of That Church. = * 

= « 
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5 CLXXXIII. W HAT you ſay of Biſhop Bull, p. 31+ 

and 32, and of Biſhop Burnet, p. 32 
amounts to Juſt nothing at all, to prove your Zxpre/sly and 
Manifeſtly. Biſhop Bull (with all the Commendations other- 
wiſe due to him] was certainly in the Wrong, when his 
Private Judgment determin'd Againſt the Publick Acts of the 
Church of England her Self, that ſhe prays for the Dead; 
and Biſhop Burnet [with all his Faults} was certainly in the 
Right, when he, agreeably with her Publick Acts, Teſtified, 
that She © in This of Praying for the Dead has departed from 
« the Practice of the Ancients”, as I have obſervd in my 
9. 22 and 252. 

But, as to Particular Doctors, Sir, we have a Great Cloud 
of Witneſſes on Biſhop Burnet's Side of the Queſtion, againſt 
your Biſhop Bull; Biſhops and Doctors, &c. among whom 
your Self is One, as in my ſaid 252 Page, whoſe Learning, 
Integrity, Diſintereſtedneſs, &c. were nothing inferior in any 
reſpect to thoſe of Biſhop Bull, when they Teſtiſied againit 
his Private Zudgment ; whoſe Evidence Concurring with 
the Publick Acts of the Church of ugland her (elf, is 
therefore to be depended on, while the Private Judgment of 
That Biſhop, Contrary to thoſe her Publick Acts, is juſtly 
to be rejected. | 

To this Cloud of Witneſſes, ſince you are fo taken with 
particular Doctors, I will, for your own Sake, add a Celebra- 
ted Doctor, in whom you'd have us [tho without Reaſon] 
confide upon another Occaſion, as at the Beginning of my 
& CEXXVIL It is Your Doctor Comber, who, with all his 
Great Abilities and Knowledge of the Reviewers of your 
Common Prayer Book, and of their Reaſons for inſertii 
the Clauſe at the End of your Prayer for the Church Mil 
tant, bears Witneſs, That this Clauſe do's not Pray for the 
Faithful Departed but for the Living Only ; His Words 
are, in His “ Short Diſcourſes upon the I hole Book of Commen 
Prayer, Octavo, 1688. Secend Edition, at p. 273. where 
Paraphraſing upon this Clauſe, he ſays Expreſaly and Mani- 

feſtly, of the Sains Departed | 1 

« Theſe we know are NO W and ſhall be ever truly 
« happy IN HEAVEN; and though we be yet (as they 
« Once were) in the midſt of many Temptations and At- 
« fictions, it is our Comfort and Support to behold that. 
Part of Our Brethren, which is already Safe and Trium- 

pans : WE NEED NOT nor DO NOT PRAY 
OR THEM, BUT FOR OUR SELVES * 
16 „ 


«K 
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« that the Lord will [give us Grace,] as he did to them, 
« that we may [So follow their good Examples] in Piety and 
« Virtue upon Earth, [that with them] at the Laſt [ae al; 
* may be Partakers of his 1 Kingdom,] and joyn with 
* them in Singing his Eternal Praiſes“. Thus far your 


Doctor Comber ; whoſe Judgment we ſee, is Govern'd and : 
Regulated by the Publick Acts of his Church in this In- 


ſtance, as is manifeſt in his Words mark'd with Large Ca- 
itals, which are almoſt Literally the Church of England's 
Homily Doctrines; He affirms the Souls of Departed Saints 


are NOW IN HEAVEN”, That we NEED NOT k : 


PRAY FOR 'THEM, as his Church teaches ; and from 
hence concludes and paraphraſes [agreeably with her, ] his 
Church's Clauſe, added at the Laſt Review, © we 
« do not Pray for them but for Our Selves, &c.”. This Wit- 
neſs is True, becauſe Concurring with his Church's Publick 
As, as Biſhop Burnet's, Your Own, and the Reſt of the 
Great Cloud of Witneſſes did, againſt the Private Judgment 
of your Biſhop Bull. 


S CEXXXIV. OU acknowledge, The “ Prayer for 
KF * the Faithful departed”, in the Com- 
munion Office of the firſt Book, viz. of K. Edw the VIth. 
« mas indeed totally left out in the Second, and ſo may be [ai 
« to have been then Rejetted ”. But to Salve this, you'd hav: 
us believe, That the Reviewing Convocation © RESTU- 
« RED IT, ' not Expreſsly in the Same Words, yet in other 
« Shorter Words to the ſame Senſe, and only EPITOMIZED 
« IT” ; Then pretending to prove this, you at large tran- 
ſcribe the Prayer in rhe firſt k, and the Clauſe which 
the Reviewers added at the End of the Prayer for the Church 
Hilitant, in the. preſent Book ; And then, upon the Whole, 
you pronounce very Arbitrarily and Unjuſtly roo, That 
« IN BOTH eve pray that they AND WE TOGETHER 
« may enjoy everlaſting Life. p. 33. 34. | | 
All this you tell us without One Word of Proof, not the 
Leaft Argument to Support it. Where is there Any Act of 


That Convocation, that taught you, They RESTORED. 


the Rejected Petition for the Dead? Where is there Any 
Acc of theirs, that gives you the Aſſurance they © Epite- 
mixed it in the Clauſe which they added? If you could 
have produc'd ſuch Acts, to eſtabliſh your Veracity in theſe 
Unprov'd Aſſertions, why did you not bring them forth ? 
If you Could not do fo, as I am ſure you cannot; Your 


Bare aſſerting is of a Complexion Very improper to gain 
Credit, at, 
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But, Doctor, in which of the Acts of the Church of Big 
land can you find, That the Added Clauſe Prays for «s 


« AND*' the Saints Departed, “ That they AND eve trgethey 
« may enjoy Everlaſting Life“? Where did you find this 
Word © AND”, to Crnnetting the Living and the Dead 
in any of Iler Acts, which not only Teach againſt 471 
for them, but have expung'd and RejeFed out of all Her Li- 
turgy, Every one of the Words AND, which before, did 
ſo cloſely connect the Dead and the Living in the Petitions, 
as that the Dead were molt Manifeftly and Expreſsly pray'd 
for in thoſe Petitions? You are not able to produce This 
your Arbitrary . AND” in any One of her Publick Acts, 
to ſupport the Veracity of your Aſſertion; and therefore 
here you muſt remain deſtitute of all valuable Defence. 


6 CEXXXV, T HE Homily Doctrines of the Church 

of England, are So Expreſs and Ma- 
nifeſt againſt your Pretences of her retaining the Great Sa- 
crifice aud Prayer for the Dead; That, Even the Reputation 
ot theſe Homilies you ftrike at, and Conſequently, at That 
of the Church of England, who incorporates them 1n her 
59 Articles of Religion, and Commands them to be read to 
her People. The 35th of theſe Articles affirms, The ſaid 
Homilies contain © a Gadly and wholeſeme Doctrine, and ne- 
« ceſſary for theſe Times”; &c. 

Upon which you pronounce, they “ may be ſaid to Con- 
© tain wholeſome Doctrine neceſſary for the Times when 
« they were written, though they may alſo Contain SOME 
« DOCTRINES WHICH ARE NOT SO“. 5. 34. 

And you tell us, namely, of the Church's. Expreſſion 
« Contains a Wholeſome Doctrine, that it 

« Leaves Room for any One to Say, it Contains Some Dac- 
« trine NOT ALTOGETHER WHOLESOME “. p. 35. 

This I heard of you before you thus publiſhd it in Print; 
and accordingly 1 anſwer'd thereto in my & XXXVIII. 
5 104th, wherein, as the Reader may ſee, I have prav'd 

he Church of England Leaves no Room to ſay any ſuch 
Thing; but ſo orders and determines, as that She gives all 
the Reaſon in the World, for her Members to believe, that 
She Holds all the Doctrines of the Homilies ; That She 
is not ſo wicked as to allow any of them to be Unwholeſome, 
and yet appoint them, without any Mark of Diſcrimination 
to be Read in Churches Diligently and Diſtinctly © that they 
Ih may be. underſtood of the People : For, can it be rational 
to Suppoſe, that any Church, kow bad ſoeuer, would be ſo 

5 | TL monſtrouſi 
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monſtrouſly impious, as to order and appoint, wnwholeſon, 
Doctrine, to be Read to her People, while She her Self 
holds thoſe Doctrines to be Unawholeſome ; eſpecially, when 
we add to all this, Her Anthentick 49th Canon, noy 
in Force, by which She requires © Miniſters, not allow; 
« Preachers „ © to Study toread” Them © plainly and 45. 
« WITHOUT GLOSSING OR ADDING)” « for 
« the Confirmation of the TRUE FATTH, and for the GOOD 


« INSTRUCTION and EDIFICATION f the People 
He that can believe all this, may as eafily believe, That: 
Tender Mother knowingly and deliberately gives her harmlci | 
little Infant Ratsbane for its «vholeſome Nouriſhment and 


gorous Growth, at the ſame Time, as ſhe is fully acquaintet 


with the Pernicious Mortal Quality of that violent Poyſon. 
And therefore, we have no Reaſon to depend on any Man; 
Opinion, of ſuch Kind of Barbarity in the Church of Eh- 
land; even your Quotation from Mr. Collier towards the 
Bottom of your 35th Page will not ſupport your Heavy | 3 
Charge againſt That Church in the Caſe before us; for, 


That Quotation do's not charge her as you do, with Leaving 


Room in her 3 2 Article “ for any One to ſay” that her 
1 


Book of Homi 


es © Contains ſome Doctrine not altogether 


« wholeſome” ; He do's not go this protons Length, he 
f ExaCtneſs © in the 
reument” ; This falls vaſtly ſhort of your Aſſertion of 


ap Suppoſes there may be a Want o 
40 
Doctrine not altogether WHOLE SOME“: Doctrine, you 


know, Sir, is One Thing, and to be Exact in the Argument | 4 


to ſupport it, is Another; and therefore, the Worthy Mr. 

Collier, do's not Support your Latitudinarean Charge againit 

the Church of England about Doctrine; and Confequently, 

upon the Whole, She holds all the Doctrines of Her Ho- 

_— and therein Her Doctrine againſt Prayer for the 
cad, 


Ss CEXXXVI. UT, in the ſame p. 35. you quote 
Mr. Collier's Anſwer to thoſe who, 


3 Sold the Second Book of Homilies, declaves againſt praying for 
ea a 5 


And what do you gain by his Anſwer to them? Truly, 3 
nothing at all, but a Confirmation, that the Homily do's in Y 


Truth Declare againſt Such Prayer ; For, 

Firſt, Your Quotation ſays © 7 his Homily is PRINCIPAL- 
* LY levelld againſt the Doctrine of Purgatory ”.. Therefore, 
even according to this, Mr, Collier do's not deny that the 

| Homily, 


frer b P Wo 1 7 Purt 
Homily, after being Principally Level d anainft Purgatory 
do's 40 beſides * 23 againſt Proves for che 
Dead not ſuppos'd in Purgatory ; becauſe, He that Says 
Principally, do's not ſay Totally, but thereby Owns in Effect 
Some Part of the Charge; for, if Mr. Collier had been, 
upon this Article, as Compleatly A * as your Northern 
Friend, he would, with him, have ſaid, that the Homily is 
« Plainly Levelld againſt the Popiſb Doctrine and NOTHING 
« ELSE ” ; which I have noted and refuted in my 258th 
Page; but Mr. Colliers Modefty would not run this Length, 
His * Principally ”, ſhews the Homily is Levell'd againft 
Something elle ; and as he was, without Doubt, weil ac- 
quainted with the Homily, ſo, he certainly muſt have Seen, 
that it was alſo Levell'd againſt Prayer for Separate Souls, 
which, the Same Homily affirms, are gone Straitways to 
Heaven and need No Prayer; This is not at all relating to 
8 and therefore, with Mr. Collier's Leave, This 
Sort of Prayer being Expreſsly and Manifeftly oppos'd by 
the Homily, is therein as NOTORIOUSLY © Level d a- 
« oainft ”, as the © Doctrine of Purgatory it ſelf is, Let 
what will become of the Word © Principally ”. 

Secondly, Your Quotation from Mr. Collier, owns that 
the Argument of the Homily Shews © the Inſrgnificancy 3 
ſuch Prayers; and therefore, if inſignificant, then needleſs, 
and if needleſs, then impertinent, and if Impertinent, they 
muſt be uxlawfi to be offer'd to Almighty God, as I have 
prov'd concerning the Nature of Prayer in my p. 205 and 
206. upon another Occaſion. And Conſequently, once more 
with the Leave of that Valuable Prelate, [to whoſe Excel- 
tent Works, we are all highly oblig'd,] The Homily Doc- 
trine, by declarivg againſt the Significancy of Prayers for the 
Dead, do's pronounce them to be Unlawful. | 

And this the Church of England demonſtrates in the 
Concluſion of That Same Homily, where ſhe adviſes againſt 
the Uſe of Such Prayers, as well as againſt Purgatory, ſay- 
ing, „Let us not therefore Dream EITHER of Purgatory, 
„OR of Prayer for the Souls of them that be dead; lis 
which Words ſhe manifeſtly diſtinguiſhes two Things, one 
of Them is Purgatory, the Other is Prayer for the Souls of 
them that be Dead; She do's not here reſtrain her Advice 
to be only about Souls falſely ſuppos' d in Purgatory, but 
ſpeaks indefinitely of © the Souls of them that be dead ”, with- 
out faying Souls in any particular, real or ſuppoſed Recept a- 
ele of Souls, but in GENERAL : As She at firſt Stated the 


Queſtion about pray ing ed for them that ave Departed in 
Ca 


General 
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General Terms, without reſtraining it to Particulars, aud 
thus in General cenſured the Practice; So here, at her Con- 
cluſion ſhe gives her Advice in General : And as her firſt 
Stating the Queſtion, included All the Souls ſhe afterwards 
preach'd of; So her Advice now, Speaks of all the Depart- 
ed Souls ſhe was preaching of before, viz. Thoſe Suppos'd 
to be in Heaven, Hell, or Purgatory; of Thoſe in Heaven 
She Taught No Need of Prayer ; of Thoſe in Hell no Re- 
demption by Prayer; of Thoſe Falſely ſuppos'd in Purgato- 
ry, there's no ſuch Place, and therefore no Souls There; 
with relation therefore to Prayer for all theſe, She coun- 
ſels us not to © Dream” ; and thereby She adviſes us to a- 
void all ſuch Prayer, which Argues her Notion of the Un- 
lawfulneſs thereof; This She confirms by her Advice to 
what She eſteems is the Oppoſite Duty; for, after warning 
us againſt Prayer for the Dead, ſhe immediately ſubjoins 
« BUT Let us earneftly and diligently Pray for them which 
are EXPRESSLY commanded in Holy Scripture, namely 
« for all Men living ” „THEN ſball «ve 
« truly fulfil the Commandment of God IN THAT BEHALF” 
fays She. Her Word, BUT, is Her Note of Introducing 
her Oppoſition to what immediately went before, and her 
fubjoining to that Mord, Prayer © for all Men living”, and 
that © THEN we FULFIL the Commandment, &. is 
Her Antitheſis, Her 8 Poſition it ſelf, whereby ſhe 
demonſtrates her Senſe of the Compleatneſs of this Sup- 

os'd Duty of Praying for the Living in Oppoſition to 
05 for the Dead; and that Conſequently, She holds all 
Prayer for the Dead to be Cnlaauful, it being in her Con- 
cluding Advice, repreſented by her, as An Inconſiſtency 
with Our Duty of“ Truly ” fulfilling “ the Commandment 
* 'of God, in that hebalf ”, viz. his Command of Praying for 
all Men Living. ; 


s CLXXXVIL H OW Induftrious are you, after 

the Example of your Northern 
Friend, to make ns believe, That King Henry the VIIIth's 
Primer, wherein are“ not only Prayers, but a Whole Office 
* or Birige for the Dead, is An Act of the Church of Eng- 
1.nd, in your Pages 35th, 36th and 37th ! 

But all this Labour is in Vain; For, I have in My Pages 
253 to 256, prov'd at Large, That This Primer, and Pray- 
ers, and Dirige for the Dead, therein Contain'd, are not the 
Act of the Church of England; and, that by her Laws now 
in Force, This Dirige is an Unlawful Service. And your 


Concluſion 


f 
2 
* 
7 
He 
' 
F 
| o 
+ 2 
. 
is. 
% 
9 
* 
1 
% 


[ 37 ] 

Concluſion, That the Act of Parliament zd and qth Egew. 
VI. which made a Pioviſo in Favour of this Primer © avas 
« Reviyd and came — © in full Force by another Act of 
Parliament © in the Firſt Year of King James, Cap. 25. 
from whence you infer the Homily Doctrine againſt Prayer 
for the Dead 7s 222 repealed , p. 37. Proves nothing 
at all, but is meer Fallacy, Eecauſe, theſe Acts of Parlia- 
ment, are neither of em Acts of the Church of England. 
There is no Inſtance of any of Theſe Acts of The State, 
being incorporated in any of her Synodical Acts of Convo- 
cation, and therefore, they cannot be call'd Acts of the Church; 
till you can prove, that A Acts of Parliament, are fo, which 
is impoſſible : And therefore, the Church of England's Ho- 
mily Doctrine againſt Prayer for the Dead, is not by her 
Repeal'd ; but in all her Gontocational Laws, particularly 
Her 39 Articles of Religion [Article 35th] incorporated 
alſo in Laws of the State now in Force, Stands and Remains 
her Doctrine ſtill. And your Dirige o Office for the 
Burial of the Dead, which Contains Prayers for them, in 
K. Hen. VIIIth's Primer, is forbidden under a Strict Pe- 
nalty, By the Laws of the Church and State united, 1 Elix. 
14 Car. II annexed to the Book of Common Prayer the 
Church of England's Synodical Act of Convocation ; all, 
now in Ure and Practice, which make that Dirige to 
be Unlawful in the Church of England, as my pages beforo 
reterr'd to, have manifeſtly prov'd. 


S CEXXXVIIL OU have but one Aim more, and 

tis, to put upon us, The fine Com- 
fliment, which the Parliament 5th and 6th of Edward VI. 
paſs d upon the firſt Retorm'd Common Prayer Book, com- 
mending it, as © agreeable to the Word of God, and the Pri- 
« mitive Church”, &c. That This Act of Parliament is 


e Confirm'd by the Laſt Act of Uniformity, 14 Car. II.“ Up- 


on which you Expoſtulate thus 

« Can a Church and State, which has piven Such Teſtimony 
* to the firſt Liturgy of King Ed. VI. Condemn any Doctrine 
« init” &c. ? p. 37. 38. 

I anſwer you, | | 

iſt, The State paſs'd this Compliment in thoſe Days, and 
ſpoilt the Compliment in that very Act of Parliament 
wherein they paſs'd the Compliment ; for, in that very Act, 
the State do's in Effect Cenſure That firſt Book, as faulty, 
as I have ſhew'd in my p. 225. 226. 227. 


Adly. 
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ment in the Preamble of the Act, and not in the Lea 


£490] 
2dly, The Church of Eugland in thoſe Days did not at 


all paſs this fine Compliment upon the firſt Liturgy of Ed. VI. 


becauſe that Act of Parliament was no Ac of the Then 
Church of England, it being not annex'd to Any Synodical 
Act of hers in Convocation. For which ſee my p. 225 


and 247. 

ly, This fine Compliment, is no Act of the Preſent 
Church and State of England; becauic, the Act of Unifor- 
mity [14 Cay. II. annex d to the Common Prayer Book, 


the Synodical Act of That Church's Convocation] do's no 3 


where Confirm That Compliment in the Leaft : For, the 
Compliment it ſelf in the Act 5th and 6th of Ed. VI. was 
no Enatted LAW, even of that Parliament; Their Com- 
pliment upon the firſt Book, was not in the Leaſt enacted 
and impos'd upon the Subject to be believ'd ; It was no 
Part of the Enacted Law, by that Statute requir'd to be 
obſerv'd ;- and therefore, being no more than a * 
a 
Law in thoſe Days, The Act of Uniformity 14 Car. II. 
which Confirms nothing but © The Good Laws ” for Uni- 
formity before made, and then in Force, [as I have proy'd 
in my 248th page] do's not in the Leaſt Confirm That 
Compliment which never was a LAW; aud 8 
This Compliment upon the firſt Book of K. Ed. VI. Is no 
Act of the Now Church and State of England, and there- 
fore you are here alſo detected in a Notorious Fallacy, when 
ou ferin This Compliment to be the Church and State's 
Teſtimony of That firſt Book, when there is no ſuch Thing 
enacted or Confirm'd by Either of Their Laws. 


s CEXXXIX. 1 N my 54th and 55th Pages I have re- 

II flected upon the 5th Article of your 
Clandeftine Agreement of 1732, That it is an Inconſiſtenc 
with your Pretended Deference and Refpe&# for the Rubricks 
of your Common Prayer; that it amounts to an Aecuſat ion 
of your Rubrick for Second Conſecrationt, as if that Rubrick 
were Criminal; and laſtly, That your ſaid 5th Article is of 
no Security againſt Second Partial Conſecrations, by reaſon 
of Accidents that may happen, ſuch as Spilling the Sacra- 
mental Wine, Sc. when you muſt by your Rubrick conſe- 
crate more, by the Words of Inſtitution only ; upon which 

ou obſerve, 

«* If this be an Oljefion againſt the Preſent Liturgy, it is 
«NO LESS & . che New 8 Office, 
in which there is h˙ Proviſion made againſt ſuch Accident 9 
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« hit. And you believe I ſhall find it “ very Diſſicult to 
« inform you © hat is to be done according to the new Com- 
« nunion Office in Caſe of ſuch an Accident, when the Wine 
« /ball fail, and the Bread is ſtill more than is ſufficent, p 39. 

To which I return, that the Objection is not barely againſt 
your Liturgy, bt alſo againſt the Pretence of your 5th Ar- 
ricle aforeſaid, which you have made and would repreſent 
as a ſufficient Security againſt your Second Conſect ations by 
a Partial Form, when in Truth, it is 20 fuch Security, and 
is therefore an Inſignificant Article, of no Importance be- 
yond what 1s already appointed in the Book of Common- 
Prayer, which requires the Prieſt at firf to take as much 
Elements as he Thinks ſufficient for the Communicants, and 
more than Sufficient is Impertinence, in the Senſe of the 
Church of England, who prohibits any of the Overplus to 
be Carry'd out of the Church. 
' And as for Our Communion Service, 'The Rule 1s, 'To 


Take at firſt Sufficient Eliments ; and if any of em ſhould 


fail before all have Communicated ; there is no difficulty at 
all, becauſe, thanks be to God, we have no Rubrick, Like 
yours, for Second Partial Conſecrations ; and therefore, the 
Nature of the Thing ſhews it ſelf ; they who have nor 


. Receiv'd muſt be Communicated ; This muſt be by Compleatly 


Conſecrated Elements; The Element then that fail'd, muft 
be ſupply d with more, and Compleatly Conſecrated accor- 
ding to its Kind, from firſt to laſt, beginning the Canon, 
Juſt after the Sentences of the Offertory, an tom, 
throughout every part of the Same, to the Concluſion of al 
That was neceſſary for the firſt Conſecration, omitting only 
what relates to the other before Conſecrated Element, which 
ſtill holds out ſufficient for the Communicants; and then 
proceeding to the Diſtribution: By this we make ſure of x 
Compleat Conſecration, We are Clear of the Error of making 
the Whole Conſecration to Conſiſt in reciting the Words of 
Inſtitution; and therefore, the Objections againſt your Li- 
turgy, and againft the 5th Article of your Clandeſtine A- 
8 cannot at all be juſtly Brought againſt Our Catho- 
ick Communion Service, any more than againſt the Cle men- 
zine and other Primitive Catholick Liturgies, which have 
No Rubricks for Second Conſecrations, The Rules for the 
firſt Conſecrations being ſufficient for any atter Conſecrations 
that may by Accident become Neceſſary: And Conſequently, 
the Very Great Difficulty you imagine, is juſt none at all with 
us, while you are in ſuch a Deplorable Circumftance, thar 
you never Can prove any Suficiency and Corrpleatneſs Either 
in 


— * — HH = * 
ITS Loo > w— — 


[ 380 ] 


in yur firſt or ſecond Conſecrations performed by the 
Ru 


es of your Liturgy. 


s CxC. Nur to conclude upon the Article of Prayers 


for the Dead ; you have given us no Proof 


whatſoever of your Liturgy's having ſuch Prayers £xpreſsly 


and Manifefly (as you undertook] nor indeed Can they be 
found there, ſo much as by /mlication, as your Caſe now 
ſtands: It remains then, that I put you in mind, of the Ju 
Sentiments you had of this Point, when you was in more 
Happy Circumſtances, and ſaw Clearly and Taught publickly the 
True Nature of your Common Prayer Book, when you 
Printed your Diſſertation upon the Ancient Liturgies, and Can- 
not, without Violence to Common Senſe, be ſuppos'd to 
have been ignorant of the manifeſt Truths you Therein im- 
partially aſſerted : Then, as an exact Hiſtorian, and Zud:- 
cious Divine, you inform'd the World, Concerning the 
Faithful Departed, and the Engl/b Liturgy, That 

« Martyr and Bucer and their Friends here, were not Con- 
« tent not to have them PARTICULARLY pray d for, but 
« clapt in Words that ſhould Particularly EXCLUDE then, 
« putting this Preface to the General Imerceſſion in the Commu- 
« jon Service; Let us Pray for the whole State of Chriſt's 
* Church MILITANT HERE ON EARTH: as much as 
* to ſay, Let us pray for the Faithful in this World, NOT 
: FOR THOSE WHICH ARE DEPARTED”. p. 204. 

in, 

5 The Faithful departed are not only NOT PRAYED FOR 
« THERE” {in the Engliſb Liturgy] “ but actually EX- 
« CLUDED By the Words the Prieſt is required to ſay before le 
« begins it; Let us pray for the An State of Chriſt's 
„ Church MILITANT here on Earth. hich laſt Words 
« Believe [ſay you] © never were ſet before any Prayer 
„ uſed in a Chriftian Church till that time”. p. 352. | 

Indeed after the Reſtoration of King Charles II. 4 
© 'THANKSGIVING «vas added with Relation to the Saints 
* departed; BUT the Words Militant here in Earth «vere 
« till left in the Title of the Prayer, to ſbew that NO WORDS 
« IN THAT ADDITION SHOULD BE CONSTRUED 
* to be a Prayer in their behalf”, ibid. 

You alſo Cite Dr. Forbes, Biſhop of Edinboroughᷣ as quoted 
by Biſhop Hickes, relating to the Primitive Prayers for the 
Dead, and the Engliſb Liturgy; wherein That Learned 
Scotch Biſhop Complains that 


40 The 
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« The R ops of the Church of England“ —— © 2; the 
« Suppeſtior and with the Counſel of Bucer and others, BLOT- 
« TED out THESE MOST ANCIENT AND PIOUS 
« PRAYERS, or changed them into a»ether, I know not 
« what Form, ſavouring of the Novelty now in Vogue“, 
[ſays that Biſhop.] p. 413. And again, continuing his Pour 
Reſentmenr, you quote him, with high Commendation, 
thus Expreſſing himſelf 
gut I ui the Church of England, which otherwiſe de- 
« ſerves ſingular Praiſe, Ec.” —-- © had rather in THIS 
« MATTER, and ſome few OTHERS, conformed to the 
« CUSTOM OF THE MOST ANCIENT UNIVERSAL 
« CHURCH, than for the Sake of ſome Errors and Abuſes, 
« hich afterwards crept in by little and little, ALTOGE- 
« THER REJECTED AND WHOLLY TAKEN IT 
« AWAY, to the GREAT SCANDAL of almoſt ALL 
« OTHER CHRISTIANS”. p. 413. Again, you ſay, with 
Approbation, From Thorndike's Epilogue. 

« It is manifeſt that in the Service appointed in the Time 
« of King Edward VI. PRAYER IS MADE FOR THE 
« DEAD, both before the Communion and at the Burial” ———- 
« It is MANIFEST al/o, that IT was CHANGED TO 
« CONTENT THE PURFTANS “. p. 424. And laftly 
to conclude, You ſeriouſly deſire your Reader, impartially 
to Compare your Communion Office, with the Ancient Li- 
turgies, particularly The Clementine, the moft Ancient of all, 
and the Teſt and Standard by which the reſt may be tried, 
p. 431. And that then he will find in all Thefe 

« A Prayer or Petition for thoſe that Sleep in Peace, and ave 
« at Reft from their Labours ; but in bis COMMON PRAY- 


* NR K HE WILL SEE ALL THE DEAD Ex- 


« PRESSLY EXCLUDED from the Prayers of the Church, 
2 13 Words Militant here in Earth“. p. 432. 

d this Indeed is your True Expreſsly and Manifeſtly ”, 
in Direct Oppoſition, and Contrary to, That Romantick 
Expreſsly and Manifeſtiy which you now Vainly pretend to, 
and whereof there is not the Leaſt Appearance, or any 
Shadow in all your Liturgy. As for 


Uu VVIthly, 
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Vthly, Your App EN Dix attempting to 
Juſtify Your Pretended © Union, from 
* the Writings publiſhed in Defence of 
* the Mixture, &c, ” 


& EXCI. T T Contains nothing valuable for Satisfaction 


about the Merits of the Cauſe. For, This is 
The Great Point which Ought to be diſcuſſed, it being 
Only about the Church ct England's Publick Matters of Fat, 
in her National Liturgy, Let the Sayings of Particular Au- 
thors in their Writings be what they will, which yet, this 
Appendix unfairly miſrepre.*/1ts, by Citing them, [| very 
Inconfiſtently with the whole Scope of thoſe 8 to 
Vindicate your Clandeſtine Aareement, wrongfully Term'd 
« The Union ” ; when alas, tis iu Truth No Church Act at 
all; when, the Churches pretendly united had No Synodica! 
Conferences to adjuſt any Articles whatfoever of Union ; 
and when Thoſe Churches were never Synodically aſſem- 
bled to determine, fini/Þ, and Sign any Such Articles ; nay 
more, when your Aereers themſelves, who form'd and 
Sign'd your Clandeſtine Arcreement, have done it, without 
any Marꝶ or Shea of Church Authority, either in the Articles 
ot your Scheme, [Anno 1732. p. 70 to 72] or in any In- 
junction at all upon the Clergy and People of the Reſpect- 
ive Churches, to receive them; and laſtly, when your Ve. 


Articles themſelves affect a Trimming Darkneſs, and my- 


fterious Secrecy; a Looſe Cndeterminateneſs; an Impoſſi- 
bil ty to Inſure the Crderſtanding ; and, when the whole 
five of them have nothing of Security, for Any One of 
the demanded Neceſſary Fadts of the moſt Solemn Li- 
turgick Worſhip of the Chriſtian Church: To call Such 
a Novel unaccountalle Scheme as this, A Deſireable Union, 
while 'tis, as the old Chaos was, without Form and Void, 
and Darkneſs is upon the Face of its Deep. is ſuch an Incon- 


ſiſtency, with the Beautiful Proportion, and Glorious Fdiſying | 


Harmony, of Chriſtian Union, in Divine Publick Worſhip, 


as never was heard of in the Primitive and Univerſal 
Church, not One Approy'd Example of it, is to be found 
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therein, 
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SCXClII. OUR Party preœend to be ſtrictly attach'd 

to the National Eſtablibd Litarey: The 
True Merits of the Cauſe, then, by which your Clandeftine 
Agreement mult be 'T'ry'd, is This; The Church of Eng- 
land's Liturgy; to the Uſe of which you are return'd, Either 
has Rubricks and Forms for the Performance of the Four 
Neceſſary Catholick Uſages, or it has nor. | 

If it has, as yon and your Northern Friend pretend it has; 
then, Your Clandeſtine Agreement, is Needleſs and Imperti- 
nent, and not only ſo, but Obſcuring and Darkening on the 
One Hand; and Unauthoritatively afſuming, defamatory of 
and detracting from, the Goodneſs and Sufficiency of the 
Rules of the Engliſh Liturgy on the Other. 

Needleſs and Impertinent, becauſe it do's not at all further 
Explain and illuſtrate any One of the Krnbricks and Forms 
of That Liturgy, more than they themſelves are plainly 
ſeen ro Contain, without any Imaginary Aſſiſtance of your 
Dark Scheme, which is altogether deficient for the Purpoſe 
of Explaining them. | 

And Darkening and Obſcuring the four Neceſſary Uſages, 
becauſe, if they are as you pretend, in your Liturgy, Your 
clandeſtine Scheme hides them ander a Cloud; So, as thar 
the attending Congregation do's not ſenſibly thereby per- 
ceive them. For, Let the Articles thereof Anno 1732, p. 


70 to 72. be rationally examin'd, it will manifeſtly appear, 


that, 

Article Ift. Is ſo Dark, as to make no Declaration, that 
_ 2 of England's Lirurgy has any Prayer for the 

Article IId. Is ſo Black and Cloudy, as to make no Decla- 
ration, that the Church of Zngland's Liturgy has any Ob- 
lation of the Repreſentative, 7: e. Sacramental Body and 
Blood of Chriſt ; 

Article 111d. Is ſo Cautiouſly Myſterious and unexplaining 
as ta make no Declaration, that the faid Liturgy has any 
Prayer, which determinately, neceſſarily and Unawvoidably Prays 
God to make the Elements the Body and Blood of Chriſt: 
This Article propoſes no more than the Church Intends to 
Bleſs them, &c. in the Prayer there mention'd, but not ar 
all explain d ſo, as to prove by any of her Publick Acts, 
that ever She did, or do's ſo Intend in the Words of that 
Prayer; and therefore all here, is wrap'd up, in the Dark- 
neſs of an Arbittary unprov'd Intention only. 


Article IV th. Hides the Mixture under the Thick Cloud of 
Privacy from the Face of the Congregation, as if it were 
Uu 2 unlaw ful: 


hal 


for a Private Mixture ; NO FOR M tor Prayers for the Dead, to 
| L. 
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unlawful: And this Article is No Declaration, that the 
urch of England allows of the mix'd Cup. 

Thus, if your Engliſh Liturgy has the four Uſages, Your 
Clandeſtine Scheme Darkens, Obſcures, aud Hides them, 
as if they were not There at all. 

Aud fo again, on the other Hand, is Your ſaid Scheme 
Unauthoritatively aſſuming, defamatory of, and detract ing 
from, the Goodneſs and Sufficiency of the Rules of That 
Liturgy. For, the Church of E&zgland in her Rubricks for 
the Communion Service, has no Rite of Pr;vately mixing 
the Cup; but Your IVth Article pretends to add this Rite, 
over and above the Rules of. her appointing. The Church 
of England's Rule for the Quantity of the Elements, is, that 
the Prieſt ſhall © place wpcn the Table fo much — 4 45 
5e ſhall Think Sufficient ” ; but you add to This; Sufficient 
Do's not Come up to the Fullneſs of your Wiſdom ! By 
your Vth Article you make another Rule, which the Li- 
turgy has not, namely, that the Quantity of the Elements 

ve 25 RATHER MORE than is Sufficient for all the 
% Communicants ”. Th is Unauthoritatively aſſumme with 
a Witneſs, to add Two New Rubricks, which the Church 
of England has not made, and for the making of which ſhe 
never gave you any Authority. This alſo inconſiftently de- 
tracts from and defames your PBoaſted Sufficiency of her Ru 
bricks ; for, your Addition of theſe new Ones, is, and looks 
as if her's are not Sufficient. She has provided a Rwbrick 
and Form for Second Conſecrations, when any of the Con- 
ſecrated Elements fall ſhort, before all have Communicated ; 
But the Superior Wiſdom ! of your Vth Article, Caſts a Ble- 
miſh on That Rubrick and Form, by making a New Addi- 
tional Rule as above, [for © RATHER MORE than Huf. 
10 ficient ” Elements,] of ſet Purpoſe « That there MAY 
« NEVER BE any Need of A SECOND CONSECRA- 
« 'TION ”, which Caſts a Defamation upon thoſe Second 
Conſecrations, as if they were ſo faulty as that they ought to 
be Avoided, and thereby detracts from the Hiſdom, Goodneſs 
and Sufficiency of that Rubrick and Form which the Church 
of England * provided for them; when, yet, notwith- 
ſtanding this Detraction, you mult inconſeftently by that very 
Rubrick and Form, make your Second Conſecrations, when 
wanted : And, when Nee all your pretended 
Interpretations of that * you have agreed to mini- 
ſter * According to THE FO M 
Liturgy, as in p. 72. which Form, has (in Truth) NO FORM 


preſcribed in that ſame 
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e UNDERSTOOD; NO FORM for te Clurchs IN- 
TENTION ef the Cathilick Invocation; and NO FORM 


for the Great Oblation of Chriſt's Sacramental Body and 
Blood 


But Laſtly, it your Liturgy, as the Truth is, has not 
the four Primitive Catholick Uſages ; then, tis manifeſt, 
your Scheme which provides not for em, cannot, in common 
good tenſe, cauſe them to be in that Liturgy ; So Egregt- 
ouſly of no Value at beſt, is your Clandeſtine Agreement, in 
what View ſoever we Conſider it, with relation to the four 
Neceflary Catholick Uſages, as Contain'd or not Contain'd 
in the Communion Service of the Church of England. 


§SCXCII. E T us next ſee, what is the Worth and 

Dignity of your Scheme, with Relation to 
the Propoſals which were ofter'd to your Party in the Year 
1717: And here we ſhail find it Empty, ard not to be 
juſtified, by thoſe “ utmoſt Lengtls for an Acc: mmoedation 
« which” were then!“ 72 ” For, the firſt Propoſal at 
that Time was, © Jhat Water be Conſtantly mixed wvith the 
Vine: This Had not the Word Privately in it, nor 
was it ever imagin'd by the Propoſers, that a Promiſe Pri- 
vately to mix, would be tuft:cient to Satisfy this Demand, 
for, as your Party oppos'd the Mixture, this Demand, to 
my Knowledge, was made, that the Practice of it might 
be Secur d, againſt all Omigion thereof for the Time 10 
come; which Security could not be had in the Allowance 
of a Private Mixtere, to be made by thoſe who were the 
Oppoſers thereof; but, your Agreement has added to this 
ift Propoſal the Word Privately, and thereby depriv'd us 
of all Security, for the Conſtancy of the Mixture: And in- 
deed, the firſt Occaſion of thus Confining it to the Uncer- 
tainty of a Private Practice, was, a ſuppos'd ** Privilege 
which One of the Oppoſers of the Mixture [ when your 
New Party firſt offer d Propoſals for a Coaliticn] freely 
own'd, ought to be allow'd them, namely, to uſe what he 
call'd their © Chriſtian Liberty ”, which, in his Way of 
thinking, was, to Omit or Prattice the Mixture, as they 
ſhould judge proper; ever ſince which Time, your ſaid new 
Party have y adher'd to this, of going no farther than 
their Promiſe of a Private Mixture, as iu their IVth Ar- 
ticle; which not only fruſtrates the End of the iſt Pro- 
poſal of 1717, as it deprives the Attending ; Congregation 
of that Sufficient Security, they ought to have for its Prec- 

| rice, 
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tice, but alſo expoſes it to be utterly loſt, and at the Peſt, 
puts the Practice it ſelf in a Trimming Situation, as I have 
ſhewn in my 125th Page. And the Facts of your new Par- 
ty plainly ſhew this Privacy, is for a Trimming Purpoſe; 
for, your Late Biſhop Gandy, when expoſtulated with, by 
Some of his Congregation, who wanted to know whether 
he was gone over to the Primitives, and whether he mixd 
Water with the Wine, or no, &c. would give no plain di- 
rect Anſwer, but ambiguouſly to this E lect 

„What wou'd you have, are you not of the ſame Church 
« you was before, do you fee or hear any Alteration in the 
40 13 of your Common Prayer Book; Is there any Va- 
« yjation at all in Our miniſtring thereby? We are not 
« gone Over to them, but they are COME OVER TO 
« US”. And your Doctor R— R — has profeiied himſelſ 
to be the Same he was before your Agreement, and ſince its 
taking Place, has communicated with the Reverend Mr. 
B t, a Presbyter, who is a known Oppoſer of the 
Mixture, and of your Articles of Pretended Union ; of So 
Little or No Value and Effect, is your Clandeſtine A gree- 
ment. As for the other three Points propos'd to your Par- 
ty Anno 1717, namely, 2dly, to omit © the Words Militant ”, 
2dly, to Add the Word * BLESS” to the Petition “ Grant 
Ec. ”, and gthly, to uſe the Prayer of Oblation “ imme- 
« diately after the Words of Inſtitutien before Communicating ” ; 
[as in your Diſſertation, p. 361.]; There is not One of them 
provided for, or agreed to, no, not ſo much as by Impli- 
cation; they are every One of em totally drop'd, and as 
much diſregarded in your Scheme, as if 
been propos'd to pong Party: So that, upon the Whole of 
the Matter, whether we Try your Little Clandeſtine Agree- 
ment, by the Book of Common Prayer it ſelf; or by the 
Propoſals made to your Party Anno 1515 ; It is manifeſtly 
nothing worthy of the Leaſt Regard, but to be eſteem'd 
as a Little mean Trick and Snare, of it ſelf of no Valuable 
Contrivance, but entrapping, only by the Strong and Agreeable 
Scent of That which it is Baited withal ; whereby you; 
Iwho, with St. Pau] and the Reſt of the Apoſtles, ought 


to be ſo © Crafty” as to Catch Men with a Holy Gui * 


St. Luke V. 10. 2 Cor. xii. 16. into the Unity of the Pri- 
mĩtive and Univerſal Church] are yeur Selves Caught by 


our new Party, and as their Late Primus Triumphantly 
boaſted, you are gone Over to them, but they 'are not come 
Over to you: This is the Whole of your Articles of Pre- 


tended 
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they had never 
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3 tended Unicy;, which, when your Eyes were Open, you 
XK clcarly fiw, was nothing elſe, but a Union in Practice diſcor- 
Aua with, and Separate from, the Safe Unity of the Pri- 
mitive and Univerſal Church's Practice, in her moſt Solemn 
8 Approaches to Alrgighty God; as I have before obſerv'd 


ot you ucar the Bottom of my p. 332. and of your Author 
ot e Neceſſity of an Alteration at my p 172 and 173: And 
therefore, your pretended Union, which is your Clandeſtine 
2X Scheme, is altogether Defenceleſs, aud Cannot be juſtified 


by zwvy Writings whatſoever, much leſs by thoſe referr'd 
to in your Appendix, which [you know in your own Con- 
icience, and ſo do's every one who has read them] are 
manifeſtly ſuch, as in their whole Scope Condemn, and 
were on 3 wrote in Oppoſition to, and for the Cor- 
rection and Amendment of, That Very Practice, in which you 
are now Engaged; and therefore, thoſe Writings are mi— 
ierably abuſed, when little Scraps of them are rent and torn 
from their main Scope and Coherence, their grand Deſign 
and Connection, and then wrongfully apply'd, ro juſtify the 
Dark Articles of your Anti Primitive Defection. 


& CXCIV. OUR Appendix talks of Our Readineſs 


| BY 3 <6 Reſign the New Office”, which is 
nothing but Amuſement ; for, our Diſpute is not at all 


concern'd about reſigning or not reftgning that particular 
O:jice; but, that we muſt not Reſign the four Great Neceſ- 
> 4/aries themſelves of the moſt Solemn Worſhip, ſufficiently 
provided for in that Office, and not to be found in your 
ne Scheme. 
= Another meer impertinent Amuſement is, your Appen- 
„dies ung 8 to prove the Propoſals of 1717, and a 

"XX Profethon of Cloſing upon thoſe Profoſals, which is now 
"XX oothing to the Purpoſe, your nev-Clandeſtine Agreement 
Tf talling infinitely ſhort of thoſe old Propotals. | 

I So again, Every Thing that it ſays, from Our Writers 
about the Extent of Demands then made, that, it reach'd 
no farther than to the four Points; is altagether forei 
from the Matter now in Hand, which is uo Debate abour 
Things additional to thoſe four Points, and therefore 'tis 
highly impertinent to Lengiben out a Controverſy relating 
to them; tho if ever you or your Party ſhall be fo oF 
venturous as to oppoſe, amo Poſe Additionals, particular- 
ly the Union of the Sick you'll have the Teſtimony of 
Scripture and of the Catholick Church, full againft ſuch 
TEE Hardineſs : 


388 


Hardineſs: But, that Caſe is not yet come up, tho' y“ 


Appendix looks as if aiming at it, 

As to what it quotes, of the Tack to the End of the four 
Old Propoſals, viz. That, Your preſent New Party might 
be allow'd to receive the four Points, not 2s Neceſſaries, 
and to declare ſo too, if they would but only Comply with 
The Practice of them; It is juſt as little to the Purpoſe az 
the reſt, ſo long as your ſaid Party do not come up to Thoſe 
Propoſals ; Beſides, The Declaration which 7 hat Tack would 
have allow'd your Party to make, was a Very Prejudicial 
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Miſtake, and, as ſuch, ought not to have been allow'd them, 


and inferted 1n any Agreement whatſoever, for the Reaſons 
I have given in my 312th page. 


S CXCV. Y 


to prove, 


FOR MLESS Scheme, That it is Rea 
it, So Long as it do's not reſtore Any Form, it has no 


Þ 118 119. 


& CXCVI. O Juſtify your Agreement for a Private 
Mixture, your Appendix, diſtinguiſhes, 
between having the SUBSTANCE OF AN INSTITU- 


TIN, and the Manner or other Circumſtances of Practice 1 5 


relating to iti; That if we Have that Subſtance, we are 
not to Contend a bout This Manner: And then it applies 


General Expreſſions of Our Authors, to This Particular of BF 


your Private Mixture; | 
But, the Great Unhappineſs of this Way of pretending 
ro Argue is, That it begs the 8 which is not grant- 
ed about Our Having in your Scheme The Subſtance of the 
Inſtitution of The Mixture. Vour Scheme Commits the 
Guardianſhip of This Inſtitution, to the promis d Private 
Practice of its Enemies, and the Oppoſers of it as a Di- 
vine Inſtitution. This Their Guardianſhip, is not therefore 
to be Confided in, it is no Sufficient Security, that we HAVE 
the Subſtance of the Inſtitution, for the Reaſons before given 
in my pag. 40 to 43. 79. 99. 120 to 126. Nor is Privately, 
an Indifferent Circumſtance only, but a Great Evil to be 
| oppos'd 


OUR Appendix quotes General Expreſſions = 
hat. for the Practice e x 

four Points, our Writers, Inſiſted “ mot upon any particular 
© Forms, but on THE. 'THINGS THEMSELVES ”, and 
ſuch like; which is all, So far from a 1 of your 
ly a Proteſt 1 00 0 

form 

for TIE THINGS THEMSELVES ”, upon the Pra#ie 7 
of which, thoſe Authors Rightly inſiſted [See more of Forms, 
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„ 3 

Oppos'd by the Church, when a Divine Inſtitution is 80 
DANGEROUSLY Situated, as I have alto ſhewved in m 
p. 344, Ec. Beſides, its being under theſe Conſiderations, 
a Novelty never before heard of in the Catholick Church; 
and an Unaccountable Fancy, which Mr Collier, Mr. Griff u. 
and Mr Laurence, never have given any the leaft Coun- 
renance to, in their Writings, Pllaciou y miſapply'd by 
your Appendix. 

As for Mr Laurence's Anſwer to Mr. Leſley, your Appen- 
dix Spends uo leſs then two Pages, from p. 45 to p. 47, 
in miſrepreſenting That Anſwer of his, as if, when he wrote 
it, he © Saw no proof in his own Reading” - for the 
Practice of mixing befere the People ; 

But the Fallacy of thus miſrepreſenting, is manifeſt, by 
other Paſſages of Mr. Laurence, in that Anſwer to Mr. 


« Inſtituted the Chriſtian Sacrifice and Communion, for a Per- 


= © ze1za! MEMORIAL to God and MEN, of bis Real Suffer- 
* © ings and Death ©. 


And that it © [s a Standing Argumem IN THE CHURCH 


3 1 of God, againſt all ſuch Hereticks * as deny the Truth of 
his Humanity, and the Reality of his Death, p. 47. And 


” ſpeaking 888 of the mixed Cup, he ſays 
| F 


« [t SHEWS 
As it is neceſſary for us to SHEW FORTH the Lord's 


4 Death in the Euchariſt, So it is Neceſſary, that WE ſhould 
„ ſbecw it forth by EXHIBITING theſe Two Witneſſes ov 


= © Etidences, which demonſtrate his Death, viz. the Blood and 


wh Mater in the Euchariſtick Cup. p. 49. 50. 


«* The Euchariftick Cup of Wine with Mater, perpetuates 
«© and preſentiates” [The Teſtimony of Chriſt's Death] 
« and Continues and makes it EVIDENT TO US; And ſo, 
* in the CHURCH OF GOD, # always holds true, during 
« the whole Term of the Chriſtian Diſpen/ation, That There 
* are Three that bear WITNESS ſnow at preſent] in the 
* Earth, the Spirit, and the WATER, and the BLOOD”. 


þ. 50. 

« The Blood and Water are the WITNESSES of his 
* Death, even to Perſons already baptiz'd”. - „ Such 
„ Perſons muſt Exhibit theſe Two Witneſſes in the Euchariſt * 
— * they muſt do it with the mix'd Cup, which EXEF- 
„ BITS theſe Two WITNESSES, and therefore SHEVVS 
« FORTH the Death of Chrift”. p. 51. 


1 : « Blood 


RTH to God and MEN, the Reality of 
the Death of Chriſt” p. 48. And 
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i « Blood and Water muſt be EXOIBTTED in ihe Eucha- 
ap 2 Cub, that we may SHEW FORTH his Death 1 

e come. p 51. 

« One 83 Deſign of the Euchariſt is to SHEW FORTH 
* the Lord's Death *rill he come —- © The Cup of the 
” Lad” = eit therefore a mix d Cup, io SHE 
* FORTH the Reality of his Death”. p. 53. | 

« As the Spirit and the Water and the Blood do Even 
« now IN THE CHURCH on Earth, bear WITNESS 
« thit our Lord is the True Meſſias ” « viz. the 
« Water and the Blood do bear WT I'NESS by the Euchariſt- 
« ick Cup, wherein the Blood of the Meſſias, as Shed cut of his 
« Side with Water is SHEW'D FORTH to God and MEN“ 
: 88775 mix d Cup Perpetuates TO US the firft TEST 
« MONY, which the Blood and Water flowing from his Side 
„% gave to our Lord's being the Son of Goa who died for us" 


p- 53: 

« The Euchariſtick Cup being Chriſt's Blood of the Neau Co- 
« venart, appointed by him to ratify and Confirm this New Co- 
« nant 'TO US, is a mixd Cup”. p. 53. 

« Herely OUR FAITH in the Real Death of Chrift is 
« Confirm'd, againſt the Contrary Sug geſtions of Hereticks, who 
« [aid that he died only in Appearance p. 62. © 

* Here's our Wiſdom, in that wwe perpetuate the Water and 
« the Blood's BEARING WITNESS againſt ſuch Hereticks, 
« that Jeſus is the Sen of God, the Meſſias who really died for 
« Sinners”, p. 63. 

Theſe are numerous Inſtances, that Mr. Laurence ſaw 
Proof in his reading, for the Practice of Mixing before thc 
People; for, his Terms, relating to This Divinely Inſti- 
tuted Rite, are ſuch, as Ar exclude, are inconſiſtent 


with, and Contrary to, Any Private, Secret, hidden Practice 


out of the Knowledge of the Church aſſembled; Thus, 
A Memorial to MEN; A Standing Argument IN 'THE 
CHURCH; SHEWS FORTH 'TO MEN ; EXHIBITING 
[which is the ſame as producing or manifeſting ;]} makes 
Evident 'TO US; In the Church of God BEAR WIT- 
NESS; EXHIBITS the Two Witneſſes; to SHE 
FORTH ; Perpetuates TO US the firſt TESTIMONY ; 
to Ratify and Confirm the New Covenant TO US; Here- 
by « OUR FAITH ” is Confirm'd ; The Water and the 
Blood BEARING WITNESS againſt Hereticks, and the 
Like, are Such flagrant Terms of an Open Publick Pract- 


ice, as Cannot be evaded ; but your Appendix Writer ei- 


her 
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ther did not, or would not ſee them. Nay, even the Paſſage 
he rakes 10 much Pains to miſrepreſent, Shews, that when 
Mr. Laurence ſpeaks of * Every op, Prieſt and Deacon, 
he adds, the two Words © at Leaft ©, to ſignify, that others 
were not excluded the Knowledge of the Mixture ; He men- 
tions expreſsly the Clergy as the more immediate Officers, 
who Conſtantly made the Mixture; but he introduces them 
as doing this“ at the Altar”, for his Words are “ The 
« mixd Cup at THE ALTAR «vas of So Publick a Nature 
Oc. as in p. 58th of That Book: Can This be apply'd to 
our pretended Private Mixture at No Altar ar all, of no 
Public Nature in the Leaſt ? So again in p. 59th of that 
Book, Mr. Laurence ſpeaks of the mix'd Cup as a Thing of 
« 4 PUBLICK and Cniverſal a Nature”; and a Little 
lower © The Publick Nature of this [ mix'd Cup] as NOW 
« PRACTISD ”; what is his © Now Practisd“, but the 
Publick Practice of that Church whereof he was then a 
Member, namely, in the Year 1719, when he wrote that 
Book in Defence of his Church's Practice, and which by 
the Rubricks of that Church, 'tis well known, was then, 
as *tis now, | 
Putting the Wine into the Chalice, or elſe into ſome fair 
« and convenient Cup 11 for that Je, putting thereto IN 
« THE VIEW OF THE PEOPLE a littſe pure and clean 
« WATER”. 
This is the © mix'd Cup at the Altar, &c. the © mix'd 
« Cup as NOW PRACTIS'D ”, which is the Publick Mix- 
ture Mr. Laurence was then defending : from all which, is 
manifeſt, Your Appendix Writer's Fallacious Way of miſ- 
repreſenting the Senſe of the Author, who he would pretend 
Saw no Proof for a Publick Mixture; while that Au- 
thor's Words are plainly inconſiſtent with your Private 
Mixture. 


s CXCVII. O F the Like Complexion is the Attempt of 
your Appendix to make Mr Colirer's Say- 
ings to be a Juſtification of what your Appendix Writer 
calls „ The Declaration of the Biſhops in regard to the Senſe of 
** the OLD LITURGY wpon the three Points of Prayer for 
« the Dead, the Invocation and the Ollation ” ; to which Pur- 
poſe he lays down This Principle 
* That Every Society has a Power ta interpret their ocun 
Language, and Seitle the Meaning and Intent of the Forms 
« made Uſe of by them *; and then applies to your Pretend- 
cd Declaration 1n your Clandeſtine Agreement, Mr. Collier's 
XX 2 Sayings 


— — — 


—— — — EEE nn 


— — — 2 
— — — — 


. 


— 
EO 


| , — — — — 
. tow oo foe ef Ie rus ers ̃ — a EC IG: - — 


— 


42 — — m4.» 


tal Body and Blood; and as for The Invocation, it pre- 


392 
Sayings in Vindication of Our Senſe of the New Commy- 
nion Office, p. 47. to 50. 

All which is nothing but pure Fallacy, The Princi- 
ple here lay'd down being not at all applicable to your 
Clandeſtine Agreement, for theſe following Reaſons : Be- 
cauſe | : 

iſt, What your Appendix calls the Declaration of the Bi- 
ſhops, &c. is not the Conſtitutional Church of Zngland's In- 
terpretaticn of the Language of her preſent Old Liturgy; 
Your Clandeſtine Agreement is No Publick Act of her's; 
She never was aſſembled in Convocation, either to make or 
eſtabliſh it, and therefore *tis not an Interpretation made 
by That Society whoſe the Liturgy is; Conſequently, Mr. 

ollier's Sayings in Vindication of the Right to Interpret 
the nec Office, are no ways applicable to your Pretence of 
interpreting the Old Licurgy ; becauſe, the Interpretation 
of the new O ice, [as in the Preface thereof,] is the Public 
Act of cur Church her ſelf in Convocation aſſembled, the Very 
Church, the Society, who appointed and eſtabliſhed that 
New © fice : And Your Party, is not the Society the Con- 
ſtitutional Church of England, whoſe is the Old Liturgy. 
2dly, That Society, That Conſtitutional Church of England, 
never impower'd Your Biſhops; They are not her Conſti- 
tutional Dioceſan Piſbots whom ſhe Authorizes to Declare 
and determine, when Doubts ariſe about any Thing in her 
Liturgy : therefore, the Pretended Declaration, is not at 
all in this lower Reſpect, her Interpretation of Diſputed Parts 
of that Liturgy : But, if they were ſo authoriz d, yet 
3dly, Their Pretended Declaration js So far from being 
an [nterpretation and Explanation of her Liturgy, in Favour 
of theſe Three Points, namely, © Prayer fer the Dead, the 
* Intocation, and Oblation ”, That, if they had attempted 
ſo to Explain it, they would thereby not only have endea- 
vour'd a Vain Thing; but alſo have run Counter to The 
Rejecting Publick Acts of the Conſtitutional Church of Eng- 
land, relating to thoſe Points, and in ſo doing would have 
repreſented her as Contrary to and * with her 
Self, [which is the Fault of you and the Reſt of your Wri- 
ters in Vindication of your Clandeſtine Agreement: ] But 
That Agreement is ſo Cunningly Careful, as to. avoid any 
neh Interpretation of her Prayers in Favour of Prayer for 
ihe Dead, and of the Great Oblation, of Chriſt's Sacramen- 


tends 
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rends to no more Than an Intention thereof; without any 
ſo much as One Reaſon or Argument for That Intention. 
Athly, It That Liturgy did indeed contain and provide 
for the four Neceſſary Uſages, (as in Truth it do's nor] 
and, if for the more plain Diſcovery of them as there, 
The Church of Eugland's Explanation and Interpretation 
were wanting; and more yet, if your Party were [ as you 
are not] That Church, or if they were [as they are not] 
authoriz d by that Church to Explain and Interpret for her; 
yer, even then, Your Pretended Interpretation would be 
None at all; it would be ſo far from a more Plain Diſco- 
very of Thoſe Uſages, That it would [as it now do's] really 
and truly, Hide, Obſcure, and Darken, inſtead of . N 
and further diſcovering Thoſe Uſages to the People; as 
have before Obſerv'd in theſe Papers. 
| 5thly, Your Private Scheme, as agreed to by you who 
have deſerted our Communion, is a Scheme of Incenſiſtency 
and Contradict ion to your Sclves, as it is Your Agreement 
to miniſter by That Very Service, which in your Convo- 
& cational Capacity Anno 1717, you found was ſo deſtitute of 
the Catholick Uſages, that you determin'd 1t neceſſary to 


= reſtore them, by Additions thereto, and Alterations therefrom ; 


but now you would pretend in your Private Capacity, That 
the ſame Service, without any Such Additions and Altera- 
tions, is not Thus Deſtitute of, but Compleat and Sufficient 
for, the Miniſtration of Thoſe Same Uſages; a Contradic- 
tion ſo groſs and palpable, that it expoſes your Private 
Agreement as to your Part thereof, compar d with your 
Convocational Determination of 1717, to be nothing but 
_—_ determining the Teo Extreams of a Contradiction; 
That therefore, your Private Agreement is a Contemptible 
Thing to be rejected and deſpiſed ; becauſe, it not only 
falls ſhort of, but Oppoſes That Convocational Authority 
which before limited it ſelf by, and determin'd exactly ac- 
cording to, the Inſtitution of our Lord himſelf ad the 
Practice of the Primitive and Univerſal Church, [as in my 
p. 4. 5. 6 ] both which demonſtrate the Inconſiſtent Error 
of This your Private Agreement. 

From all which *tis Evident to a Demonſtration, That, 
As you and your Party are not the Society who can claim 
a Power of Interpreting the Language of the Old Litur- 
gy, S0, If you were That Very Society, yet, you have 
made No Valuable Interpretation of the Language of That 
Liturgy, to Any Sound Catholick Benefit in the Leaſt, 
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S CXCVIII V OUR Appendix at 5. 49. unaccoure.. BM 


: bly quotes Mr. Collier and Mr. Gr; 
as maintaining That . The Non Jurors” Jin 
« Peper to Alter Their Prayers rn. | 

This, was rightly maintain'd by thoſe Worthy Prelates ® 
and was well argued by them, to Convince your Party, 3 
that, if they would but be ſenſible of, and Act Suitably o 
their purely Spiritual Authority, wherewith they are veſted, 
Independent on Any Worldly Powers, they had no Vald  - 
Obſtruction to hinder Their Reſtoring the four Neceſl;, 


7 * 

* 
7 1 
Þ 
* 


« have 4 5 


ry Uſages. 
But where was Your Writers Prudence in bringing forth | 
this Quotation, when he thereby in Effect ſhews, eirher 
the Self Will, or elfe the Cowardice of your Party, who ; 
refuſe to Alter One Tittle of their Prayers? And with 1 


what Senſe can this Power to Alter, be apply'd to Your 


Party who pretend that 2 have No Such Power, but are 4 
reſtraind therefrom by the Laws of the CHURCH AND WR « 
STATE of England, to which they give ont they are | 4 


bound to adhere, and to which Pretences of theirs you | WR « 
alſo give Encouragement, by going Over to them, ad 

binding your Selves down to the Exact Obſervance of | # « 
Their Unal er d Service? Whereby you give us to under. | 3 
ſtand, That it is not Lawfal for all of you together, to make | 


— 

Rd 
- 
1 


Any Manifeſt Alteration of your Prayers; as is Evident by #P 
our Subſcription Anno 1732. at my p. 72 ; whereby you | 2 
Limit and Reſtrain Your Selves to © The Form preſcrib'd inn 


« the Eftabl ſhed Liturey of the Church of England; which, by | 
the Acts of Uniformity annexed thereto, cuts you off from 
all Pocher of Alterins your Prayers; by which, your very | 

Subſcription it ſelf demonſtrates, the /mpertinence of This 
Quotation, to Juftify the Scheme So Subſcribed by you. 


S CXCIX. I Appendix Writer's Attempt at j. 
3 | 249 and 50. to Juſtify Your Scheme of 
Intention is Sufficiently detected to be nothing but Fallacy 
in my p. 142 to 152; wherein 2 Thing advanced by 8 
this Writer, upon That Novelty is fully refuted. 2 


5 CC. TY TE at p. 50 Quotes a Saying of The Author 
"A 4 of The Neceſſity of An Alteration ', that © 76 
{.ituyoical Service is not of b IVATE INTERPRETA- - 
„TIN; we muſt mean as the Church meant. OS 4% 
; 15, = 
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Phis, inſtead of Juſtifying, condemns Your Private, and 
bdut pretended Interpretation of the Liturgy of the Church 
of England; for, your Scheme is but a Private Thing: and 
it it pretended to Hean in Favour of the four Uſages, [as 
in Truth it do's not] it even then would not © lean as 
= © the Church [of Eneland] * leans”, for her Publick 
Acts ſhew manifeſtly her Meaning is againſt Thoſe Uſages, 
as in the Courle of theſe Papers is Sufficieutly ſhewn. 


= $ CCI. IS Ungenerous Way of miſrepreſenting Mr. 
1 Colliers Sayings, p. 52, &c as if they prove, 
That This Prelate was not Certain, That the Words i- 
= litant here on Earth, do Exclude the Dead from the Benefit 
of Our Prayers, is Expos'd and lay'd Open by Mt. Collier's 
On Words in the Very Page from whence he takes his 
5 eee Scrap of a Quotation; for, the Biſhop ſays, a little 
lou er ä 
F © Unleſs the Words Militant here en Earth are Struck 


1 out, they ” [the Dead] * CAN'T have the Advantage of 


b being remembred at the Euchariſtick Sacrifice. Thus, the 
e Devotion FOR THEM NOT BEING JOIN'D with 
NW > KH the Memorial of Chriſt's Paſſion, with the Symbols of 
d © his Body and Blood, MUST LOSE the moſt Valuable 


of = * Recommendation ”. Defence of the Reaſons, p. 92 93. 
r- | And again in another Book, the Biſhop Expreſsly ſays 

© The Direction to pray for the whole State of Chriſt's 
YE — © Church MILITANT HERE ON EARTH, ARE nor 
3 only Terms of Omiſſion, BUT E XCLUSION. They are 
limited to this World, and EVIDEN TLY BARR THE 
J FX © OTHER. The whole State of Chriſt's Church is RE- 


\ FX © STRAIN' to the MILITANT PART: This Divi- 
ion takes in the whole Compaſs, and the Application 
s Xx © 15 ORDER'D to proceed NO FARTHER ”. Which 

be alſo proves in the further Progreis of that Page, viz. 

9 Vindication of the Reaſons and Defence, Part II. p. 85. 
. = Thus, Mr. Collier Expreſſes his Notion of the Certainty 

of the Dead's being Excluded, by the Words Militant, &. 
and thereby is demonſtrated The Fallacious Manner of 
your Appendix Writer's ufing his Authors. 

But further, You your Self are a good Evidence "That 
the Words Militant, &. do b Exclude the Dead 
as is Evident from the Numerous Inſtances I have produ- 
ced in your Own Words, throughout my CXC. at 5p. 380. 

And the Right Reverend Biſhop Griffin Gives his Teſti- 


mon 
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mony. to the Same; for, He Expreſsly terms them , 
« Excluſive Words MILITANT HERE ON EARTH” 
[Common Chriſtian Inſtructed, p. 100.] 

And Even this Writer of your Appendix, who is {aid 
to be the Author of The Neceſſity of An Alteration, do's him. 
ſelf bear Witneſs to this Truth; That the Words Aitart, 
* undoubtedly Exclude the Dead; his Words arc 
theſe, 

Can there be any TOLERABLE Reaſon given for the 
Addition of the Words MILITANT HERE ON EARTH, 3 
* but that they <vere deſign'd to EXCLUDE the Dead i p $: 
of that Book; nay, he ſays Expreſsly 9 

« The Dead are EXCLUDED in the Prayer for Chriſt's 
« Church. p. 121- 

« The Words Militam here on Earth, as they ave th. 
Title of this Prayer, muſt be the BEST EXPLANATION I 
6 of the Ambiguous Paſſages in it, and muſs NECESSARILY FR 
« DETERMINE them to an EXCLUSION of the Dead”. 


124. 

4 T he Engliſb Liturgy“ « bas ACTUALLY EX. 
« CLUDED the Dead from that PRAYER in which the 
« evere more farticularly Commemorated, and which indeed 
« was the Proper Prayer for the Dead”. p. 128. 129. 

« Has Expreſaly EXCLUDED the departed from The 
« Whole State of Chriſt's Church“. p. 129. And he terms 
the Words Militant, &Fc. | 

« The EXCLUSIVE CLAUSE in the Title to the Prayer 
« for Chriſt's Church. p 129. 

From all which 'tis Evident, that Our Books do united- 
ly Teſtify, That the Words“ Militant, &c. do Exclude 
the Dead; and that the Anthors of thoſe Books cannot 
be rationally interpreted to Juſtify your Clandeftine Scheme 
which inſiſts upon and retains That Same Eccluding Preface, 
againſt which they have So unanimouſly wrote. ' 


CCIL. 7 T* HIS Appendix Writer in his 53d 5p. pre- 
98 tends —4 Mr. Collier in the Lat Boot he 
wrote upon the Controverſy, © fully declared his Own Incli- 
nation to unite without the Omiſſion of the Words Mili 
* tant here on Earth, and by Conſequence that it was his 
« Opinion thoſe Words were ſo.far from being neceſſaril 
«© excluſive of the Dead, THAT THE DEAD WOU 
« BE COMPRE HE NDED NOTWITHSTANDING 
« THEY WERE STILL CONTINUED AND USED, 


« EVEN 


„ 


« 


NL 


) 
; 
q 
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« EVEN WITHOUT A DECLARATION IN FA- 
„ VOUR OF PRAYERS FOR THE DEPARTED" 
This is Such a Wretched Miſrepreſentation of that 
Great and Good Prelate, as deſerves a Severer Correct ion, than 
I ſhall give it. Your Writer's Words, by me diftinguiſh'd 
with Large Capitals, are purely and only his Own Inven- 
tion, no where to be found in Mr. Colliers $poks upon the 
Controverſy, nor indeed any Thing at alh rom whence 
ſuch a Falſe Conſequence could be drawn. 

But Let us ſee, how This Writer Endeavours to Sup- 

ort his ungrounded Charge; he atttempts it, by producing 

r. Ceillier's own Words, which he puts down, as the Rea- 
ſon whereon his Falſe Repreſentation of rhe Biſhop is 
grounded, in this Manner 

For, Thus He ” [namely, the Biſhop] © beſpeaks his 
« Adverſary”. | | 

« Our Learned Author may pleaſe to remember, there are 
© three other Things deſired ; and How does be know, but if 
« the other Points <vere granted, there might be a Temper found 
« out to Compromiſe this? And, tho pretend to determine 
« nothing in this Matter, . [ ſhould be glad to See the Caſe 
% Come up”. (Farther Defence, p. mh, | 

In theſe Words of Biſhop Collier, *tis Evident enough, 
from the Context of your Party's Want of Prayer for the 
Dead, | 

iſt, 'That the Biſhop only puts a Queſtion to his Ad- 
verſary, namely, “ how does be know but if the other Points 
« evere granted, there might be a Temper found Out to COM- 
« PROMISE this” ? namely, [This of Their Want of Prayer 
for the Dead] | | | 
Nou, what is it“ TO COMPROMISE ” ? The Word 
do's not ſignify the Queriſt's giving up, or departing from 
the Matter in Debate; no Such Thing; it means no more 
than the two Parties to Conſent to a Reference ; to agree 
to put This diſputed Point between them, to be Aecided by 
Proper Arbitrators. 'This, no more relates to Mr Collier's 
Side, than it do's to your Oppoſing Party; it equally takes 
in the 1 on both Sides of the Queſtion, and as 
much ſignifies your Party's giving up their Diſpute againſt the 
Practice, as it can be pretended to mean Mr. Colliers giving 
up his inſiſting upon and diſputing for the Practice; At 
the utmoſt, it amounts to no more, than if he had ſaid of 
his Adverſary, . How do's be know but, &c. - there 
might be a Temper” a Diſpoſition © found out in the 


y | Two 


| 
| 
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Two Centending Parties, to agree, that this Diſpute of 
your Want of Prayer for the Dead, may be decided by Pro- 
per Arbitrators, or elſe that ſuch Arbitrators may determine 
ſome Medium or other, whereby to reconcile the Two Par- 
ties with relation to this Point, «hen the other three Article 
are agreed to by their Oppoſers? This is the Moft that Can 
be made of Mr. Collier's Queſtion about a may be Temper, 
« to Compromiſe, which takes in your Party to be as much 
yielding as cars in this Point But in all this, here js not 
the Leaſt Appearance of Mr. Collier's Inclination to Agree, 
« That the Dead wonld be Comprehended, notwithRandine ” (the 
Words Milirant ] “ were ftill continued and uſed, Even 
« WITHOUT A DECLARATION IN FAVOUR OF 
« PRAYERS FOR THE DEPARTED ”, as this Writer's 
wrong Conſequence unfairly Repreſents him. Nay, ſo far 
is the Biſhop from this Latitude, that He 13 Pages after- 
wards, viz, at p. 66. of his Farther Defence ſays © The Dead 
« are purpoſely Excluded by the Words MILITANT HERE 
« ON EARTH”, which he prints in Large Capitals, that 
the more Notice may be taken of it. Bur | 
2dly, The Biſhop in this Paſſage ſhews himſelf plainly 


to be but a Private Queriſt Not making this to be a Pro- 


poſal in the Name of the Church whereof he was Governor; 
that he do's not take upon him to be definitive, His Words 
are, © I pretend to determine nothing in this Matter 
zaly,. What then is the Caſe he would have been glad 
to See Come wþ ? His Words immediately preceding, ſhew 
it, namely, that Your Party ſhould grant“ The other Points” 
the Three other Things deſired ”, to make Way for a Tem- 
per to be found out, for both Parties to Compromiſe, or 
agree to put the fourth Article to a Reference; This is the 
e Mr. Collier would have been glad to See; and ſo ſhould 
I too ; for, if Your Party would agreed [as they do not] 
to appoint and nſe FORMS for he Mixture, The Catho- 
lick Invccation, or Explicite Bleſſing of the Elements, and for 
the Great Oblation of Chriſt's Sacramental Body and Blood ; 
8 are the three other Things deſired, J This Good 
iſpoſition in them might be a happy Means, of Bringing 


them into the Charitable r of agreeing with us to 
0 


Compromiſe the other Point of Prayer for the Dead, and 
Confequencty of joining with us in that Practice too, ſince 
any proper Arbitrators between us, would eaſily ſee, and there- 
fore Convince them tao, That the Same Reaſons which ob- 
lige them to Practice theſe other three Points, * 

| em 
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them to the Practice of this Fourth alſo. But, neither 
the one or the other is provided for, in your clandeſtine 
Agreement, and therefore, it cannot poſſibly be juſtified 
any Thing utter'd in this Abuſed and Perverted Paſſag 
of Biſhop Collier. | 


$ CCIIL FJ Wa the Invocation, Your Appendix 

Writer quotes Biſhop Collier and Biſhop 
Griffin, as Arguing, only for the Bleſſing of the Elements, 
without inſiſting upon any other Form, than the Addition 
of the Word BLESS p. 54. 55. 

But, Even this, is no Juſtification of your Scheme, which 
makes not the leaſt. Proviſion to Add the Word Bleſs ; and 
therefore, here they are impertinently quoted. 

What he ſays of the End and the Means, p. 55, 56. is 
fully obviated and anſwer'd before in my p. 140 to 142, 
wherein 'tis prov'd that your Prayer * Grant, c. do's 
neither peay For the End, or the Means, pray'd for in the 


Catholick Invocation. 

s CCIV. T IIS 55th Page ſtill upon this Article moſt 
| notoriouſly abuſes Mr. Collier; 

xt, He fays of that Biſhop, that he has DECLARED 


« FOR US ALL, that we are willing to believe the Force of 


2 or Invocation may be contained by Implication in the Old 
„ Office”. ; 

This, of Declaring © for us all, is your Writer's own 
Invention; Mr. Collier never could ſay this for us all”, 
having never conſulted all of #s, nor received all our Con- 
ſents for ſo declaring. . Your Writer therefore is too Bold 
and aſſuming upon the Biſhop's Words, and perverts em be- 

ond Mr. Colliers Meaning ; who, [as is frequently done by 
Polemical Writer's] puts the Word. a Plural, inſtcad 


of the Singular, I; a Thing very Common, in the Beit 


Authors, who, by the Plural Word Fe, mean no more 
than the Author himſelf who writes it. And, That this, in 
Truth, was Mr. Collier's Meaning, is plain, in his Defence 
108. where he ſays 1485 
be AUTHOR of the Reaſons, &fc. confeſid HIMSELF 
_ « willing to Believe the Force, &c. as above, which ſuffiei- 
ently ſhews that * HIMSELF * was the. Me, there ſpo- 
ken of; and that Conſequenyy, our Writer has unjuſtly forc'd 
and Kg it to © US A . when Mr. Colljer has no 
Wards to Include Us ail” in that Willingueſs © zo Se- 
« lieve, S. 25 

Y yz 2dly, 


— 
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2dly, When Biſhop Collier, endeavonrs to take off the 
Miſtake about his aboveſaid being“ Villing to believe, Gn.“ 
Your Appendix Writer Carefully drops. the Biſhops Words 
which fully explain his Meaning, and thereby prevent all 
Miſtakes, about the Senſe of his having been thus“ willing 
ifo believe, Ec For, the Biſhops Words are theſe, namely, 
« WILLINGNESS to believe does not amount to CERTAIN. 
„ TY and SATISFACTION, which OUGHT TO BE 
« HAD in Such Momentous Caſes ”, Defence of the Reaſons, 
- x08.] 
Theſe Words of the Biſhop, ſhew his Senſe of your Pre- 
tended [mplication ; that his Willingneſs to believe it, does 
not make it certain; That“ Certainty” — © Ought” to be 
had! and that therefore, tis our Duty to have it in the 
« Momentous ”” Caſe of the Invocation ; Your Scheme pro- 
vides not for This Certainty, it gives us no Security for 
this our Bounden Duty; And therefore this Paſſage of the 
Biſhop, is a Condemnation of your clandeſtine Scheme. 
Your Writer ſaw this Paſſage before his Eyes, but in 
his Great Prudence] forbore to mention it, when he rent 
therefrom Mr. Colliers immediately following Words; 
wherein he ſays © there are Reaſons for Doubt and Secruple 
« about this Implication ” ; which Mr. Collier alſo ſufficiently 
proves for two Pages together. And even "This “ Doubt 
« and Scruple” Condemn your Pretended Union, becauſe, 
the Same Doubt and Scruple are ſtill kept up therein, as be- 
fore; and, becauſe, tis Unlawful to Worſhip God with 
Doubting ; for, He that Doubteth is danined, &. 
becauſe * whatſoever is not of Faith is Sin, Rom. xiv. 23. 
So that, your Appendix Writer gains nothing by thus rend- 
ing One Part of Mr. Collier's Paſſage from another; Since 
even this Laſt Part, if I had not brought to Light the other, 
evhich be hides, do's by it ſelf ſhew the Biſhop's Senſe of 
the Undutifulneſs of your Practice, and of the Neceſſity of 
being Certain of the Reality and Truth of the Invocation. 
3dly, And Laſtly, the Biſhop, after affirming of your 


Pretended Implication, That it is“ 4+ Beft but DARK, 


„ REMOTE and UNCERTAIN ; Argues ſtrongly and 
with Reafons which cannot be overthrown, that this Dark- 
neſs and Uncertainty ought not to be confided in, That © there 
* 1 N ” for reſtoring the Invocating Prayer “ei- 
«* ther in Form or Explicit Equivalence; Becauſe” (ſays he] 
« There is « NECESSITY for being SECURE“: As any 
one may ſee in the 116th and 117th Pages of His Defence 
ef the 8 : which your Appendix Writer dared not 
| "0" CIWS 
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to produce ; and therefore, upon the Whole, the Biſhop's 
Writings are no Juſtification of, but do in Truth Condemn, 
your Clandeſtine Agreement, which gives no Security at all 
for the Neceſſary Invocation or Bleſſing of the Elements, 
which _ to be reſtor'd ; which you your Self [as in 


my p. 138. 363. 364-] bear Witneſs is not in the Eſta- 
bliſhed Litur : which Biſhop Griffin alſo teſtifies is not 
there to be found; his Words are theſe, relating to your 
Communion Service, 

« Ji Bleſſing of the Elements we Contend for 
« theſe Gentlemen may do it in what FORM they pleaſe, if 
« they but pleaſe to do the 'THING ”; 


« Upon the moſt [mpartial Search, I have not been able to 
« find it ©. | 
here are Bleſſings prayed for upon the People, but none 
that I can ſee upon the Bread or Cup ”. 
« There is nothing of This Expreſſed or IMPLIED, st- 
« 28888 our Saviour s own Example and Command 
« Tho' it be expreſsly ſaid in the Inſtitution that Our Lord 
BLESSED the Eread and the Cup, yet there is no BLES- 
SING of them; no, not ſo much as there is of the Baptiſ 
mal Mater in adminiſtring the other Sacrament ”. [Com 
mon Chriſtian Inſtructed, p 111. 112.] 


And Your Appendix Writer himſelf knows, or ma 


« 


cc 
«c 


* Know, that the Author of The Neceſſity of An Alteration, as 


I before obſerv'd in my 138th and 139th Pages, ſpends no 
leſs than fifteen Js of his Book, in prefling eagerly for 
the Neceſſity of Reſtoring the Bleſſing of the Elements, the 


1 Very Implication whereof he could not find in the Preſent 
Pray er: 80 egregiouſſy abſurd is it for him now to pre- 


tend, that Our Books juſtify your Clandeſtine Agreement, 
when, in Truth, they are Unanimous Evidences to its Con- 


% demnation, Since it evidently leaves that Prayer in the Very 
Fame Defettive Condition, for the Amendment and Supply of 
= which, Thoſe Books were purpoſely written and publiſhed. 


lation, from p. 56. to the End; I. have 
prov'd, That the Eſtabliſhed Liturgy do's not offer to God 


any Oblations of Bread and Wine, before pronouncing the 
ords of Inſtitution (as in my p. 152 to 155. and 232:} 
And Every Thing that he ſays of the Ancient Liturgies, 
is anſwered at large from my p. 159 to my p. 165, and in 
the Very Words of 'Thoſe Liturgies themſelves too, where- 
| | in 


$ CCV. A to What your Writer ſays upon the Ob- 
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in *tis notorious, that the 1 Body and Blood of 7 


Chriſt are ofter'd to God t 


e Father, whether after the 


Words of Inſtitution, or elſe after the Invocation, or after: 
both, which is Evidently after Conſecration: This Sacri. 


fice the Eſtabliſhed Liturgy has nor, as is largely proy'd in 
Theſe Papers; more particularly, from your own ve 
Words in my p. 350 and 351; The Word, 

of The Neceſfity of an Alteration, which your Appendix Wri. 
ter may ſee regiſter'd by me in my þ 158: to which add 
further here, another of that Author's ftrong Afertions, in 
the 149th Page of his Book, where he lays of the Second 
Reformers, © [ cannot but think they STRUCK OUT 'THE 
« OBLATION, becauſe they believed the SACRIFICE ar 


« Unneceſſary Doctrine, and removed all Evidence of the Prin. 


60 ciple, becauſe f diſown'd it”. Biſho Griffin alſo atteſt; 
your Liturgy's Want of the Oblation, when reviewing what 


ou call Your Conſecration Prayer, he obſerves upon your | 


rieſts pronouncing the Words of Inſtitution, that 

« They are Only a Recital of our Saviour's Words, not the 
dt doing of what be did when he made the OBLATION, an 
« which be Commanded to be done in Remembrance of bim 
[Common Chriſtian Inſtructed, Pp 117.] ; 


So Biſhop Collier witneſſes, that in yur Liturgy there is 3 


« to be reſtored « The Oblatory Prayer”: 
(Reaſons, p. 26.] Tar. in the ſaid Office, it N 
4 Is partly omitted, and partly tranſpos d, and remot d to thy 
« Poft Communion ” : [ Defence, p. 110. 111.) He there 
Quotes large Paſſages of Johnſon's Uubloody Sacrifice, and that 
Author's Requeſt to his Readers, to pray, "That God in 
« his Goodneſs would _ the Hearts of all Governours 
cc of his People to RESTORE the C/ and Practice of the 
« CHRISTIAN OBLATION, Oc. upon which, Biſhop 
Collier thus argues 8 
« Now, after all this Length of Declaration, can any One 
% [mnagpine this Learned Divine believed the PUBLICK PRO- 


« VISION for the Euchariftick Sacrifice PRIMITIVE and A 
« UNMAIM'D? Or, that Our CONSECRATION PRAÄ II. 
« ER, and the Words uſed by the Prieſt at the Adminiſtration, 4 


« were SUFFI or this Purpoſe? [Defence p. 111. 
112. 113.] And then fi £ 


« ments the Sacramental Body and Blood — * The Repre- 
* ſentative Body and Blood of Chrift ”. I Defence p 113: 
114. 115.) This He proves again, in Three Pages more 

[Vindication 


ry 
s of the Author 


two Pages together he proves, | 4 
that your Liturgy has no Offering of © The Conſecrated El- 
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1 [Vindication of the Reaſons and Defence, Part IId. p 153. 


154, 155 : And that we may have & .4 Key ” to Unlock the 
Meaning of This Want of the Great Oblation, he, in the 
fame Book, ſhews us the Principles of © Thoſe ho had the 
« Aſcendant in altering Our Firft Reform'd Liturgy ; con- 
cerning whom he thus remarks, | 

« [f they believ d this Chriſtian Sacrifice, wvhy did they In- 
« vert the Natural Order of the Prayers, practice COUN- 


= « TER to all the Ancient Liturgies, and Coniradict the com- 


« mon Neticn of Sacvificial Service? 7 ; 

The Perſons, who chiefly govern'd 'This Affair, he in- 
forms us, were 

Arch Biſhop Cranmer '', —— © Biſhop Ridley“, 
« Biſhop Hooper © Calvin” —— © Peter Martyr " 
— and * Bucer [ibid. p. 150 to 153.] c. Demoliſhers 
of Chriſtian [Even Proteſtant] Altars, and Men who be- 
liev'd not the Repreſentative Sacrifice in the Euchariſt ; In 
this, * The Principal Managers were gone off from the Senti- 
« ments of the Ancient Church ” ;, ſays our Learned Church 
Hiſtorian, and therefore, tis no Wonder your Liturgy 
form'd by them, and not amended in this Inſtance, ever ſince, 
is Deſtitute of This Great Chriſtian Sacrifice, which ren- 
ders your Pretended Union WRewy Defenceleſs; Since the 
Private Scheme upon which it is founded, has not One Ar- 
ticle to Reſtore this Sacrifice of the Repreſentative, Sacra» 
mental Body and Blood of Chriſt : And thus it 1s manifeft, 
again your Appendix Writer, That Our Books do not juſt- 
ity, but in Truth and Reality, condemn your Un-catholick 


Union. 


& CCVI. VU the Whole, [and to Conclude }J 
X Tho' the Numerous and repeated Falla- 

cies made uſe of, to Vindicate your Deſertion, have obliged 
me, for the Sake of Some Honeſt Readers, frequently to in- 
ſiſt on the Same 282 — over and over again, and there- 
by to Swell theſe Papers very much beyond the Extent I 
at firſt dchend them ; yer, the True Merits of the Cauſe, 
upon An Ingenuous and Impartial Inſpection, require no 
Elaborate Diſpute, ſo long as all depends upon Undif- 
guiſed Matters of Fact: This I ſpeak to you, Gentle» 
men, who profeſs your Selves ſtill to Believe the Neceſ- 
ſiry of The Four Catholick Uſages in the moft Solemn 
Worſhip of God 
'Tis Matter of Fact, That Our Firſt Reformers - from 
opery, 
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Popery; in Convocation aſſembled, retain'd in their Litur. 
gy, Thoſe Four Catholick Ulages. 

"Tis Matter of Fact, That the Second Reformers ot 
That firft Reformation, did, without Any Convocation, re- 
x& Thoſe four Ufages out of Their Liturgy. 

"Tis Matter of Fact, That the Conftitutional Church of 
Enzland, in Convocation aſſembled, has never fince reſto- 
red Thoſe Uſages in her Liturgy ; and that Her Publick 
Convocation Acts, as they now Stand, arc, againſt the Pract. 
ice of them. 

"Tis Matter of Fact, That a Convocation of Our Biſhop, 
with the Concurrence of Their Presbyters, Anno 1517, 
found it neceilary to reſtore "Thoſe Uſages, and that they 


did accordingly reſtore them in their Liturgy, and yet fo, | 3 


as not to reject any Other Sound Catholick Form that Con. 
tains them. | | 

Tis Matter of Fact, That Biſhop Collier, our Self, Biſh- 
op Griffin, and the Author of The Neceſſity of an Alteration, 
Sc. wrote Excellent Books to | = this R=ſtoration of 
"Thoſe Uſages, and the Neceſſity thereof, by Reaſon of 
their not being in the Engliſh Conſtitutional Litur 

And *Tis Matter of Fact, That you, in your e 
Capacity, without the Conſent of the Refloring Church, and 
in Oppoſition to the Proteſts of Two of her Biſhops, did 
meet two of the Oppoſers of the ſaid Four Uſages here in 
London, and with them formed and concluded a Scheme 
to Unite with them, upon their Own Conditions, which 
contain No Form whatſoever, whereby to reſtore any One 
of thoſe Uſages; by whichsClandeftine Scheme, Deſtitute 
of all Pretence to Church Conpocational. Authority, You, who 
have deſerted us, bind your Selves * Expreſily and Mani» 
« feftly”. | $2 

4595 Adminiſter the at Euchariſt according to the FORM 
« PRESCRIB'D in the Eſtabliſbed Liturgy of the Church of 
England. [See my p. 72. Anno 17532.) whereby [Let 
your Agreement about Private Operations, your Declared 
Meanings, Intentions, and Interpretations be what they will, 
You inconſiſtently with, and Contrary to Your Convoca- 
tional Publick Acts, and Your Publit& Declarations, and 
Sound Arguments in Support thereof, do give your Selves 
up to the Adverſe Party, and oblige your Sglyes To the 
-FACT'S of Adminiftring the Eucharift, without Any Form 
for the Mixture; without any Form for Bleſſing the Ele- 
ments themſelves, to make them the Body — Blood of 


Chriſt; 
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Chriſt; without Any Form of a Prayer of Oblation of the 
Scrifice of Cliriſt's Sacramenta! Body and Blood; and 
without Any Form of Prayer and Offering for the Faithful 
Departed; for, tis Evident, even to the Certaiuty of a 
Demonſtration, that * The Form preſcrib'd in the Eſtabliſbed 
« Litrrgy ” to which you now bind your Selves, dos not 
in Jad contain ſo much as but One of Thoſe Forms; As 
the Faithful Teſtimony of our Unprejudic'd Eyes and Ears 
do's moſt Undoubtedly aſſure us: A Form being in Truth 
a Senſible Thing, And, where there is nothing to Aſſure 
Our Senſes of the Exiſtence of a Form pretended; There, 
we are Certain, that Such a Form do's not exiſt. 


6 CCVII. OUR whole Buſineſs then [if *twere poſſible 

do be perform'd] is Only to Shew us in “ the 
Eſtabliſhed Liturgy ef the Church of England“, FORMS evident 
to our Senſes, for theſe four Great Neceſſaries of Solemn Pub- 
lick Worſhip. Private Judgment Can never do this; becauſe, 
ſas the Author of the Neceſſity of an Alteration, has rightly 
obſerv'd in his 121ft Page] © The Liturgical Service is not of 
« PRIVATE INTERPRETATION, eve muſt mean as the 
© Church means, or we make a SCHISM in the Public Nor- 
« bj”, All that has hitherto been done by you and your 
Party relating thereto, Is nothing but Private Fudament, 
and therefore not at all to be acquieſced in. The Publick 
Acts of the Church of Ezgland her ſelf, now in Ure, are 


the Only Rule, whereby to Interpret her eftablijÞ'd Liturgy ; | 


Be bat perſuaded to Form your Judgments by THESE; 
and ingenuouſſy to regulare your Diſputes thereby, if You, 
or any of your Party ſhall think fit, further to proceed 
therein; my Anſwers to you (as hitherto they have been) 
ſhall be kepr to the ſame Regulation ; but, my Method of 
divulging them I ſhall make much more Extenſive than bes 
fore, by Committing them to the Hands of tlie Conimon 
Publybers, as I have already declared in my 513th Page. 

The Fallacious Guidance of Private Judgment I am de- 
termin'd not to Regard ; *Tis as uncertain as th2 Wind, 
yet, the Certain Cauſe of Infinite Miſchiefs to the Church 
of God; for, by tenacicuſly following its Blind Dire tion, 
tis ofign ſadly experienc'd, that © Juſtice Standeth afar eff 
— md Equity cannot Enter”; Ia. lix. 14. So that, 
in Matters of Neceſſary Duty, Men “ <vait for Light, but be- 
* bold Odfcurity ; for J, gene but they “ walk in Dark- 
* neſs”. They * Grobe for the Wall like the Blind, and” 
* they © Grope as if they A no Eyes”: They © Sum- 
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& ble at Noon Day as in the Night”; They“ are in Deſolais 
« Places as Dead Men [ibid. verſ. 9. 10] To Extricate 
Men out of This Diſconſelate Condition, there is no Way but 
to follow the Direction and Command of the Holy Ghoſt, 

« 'Truft in the Lord with all thine Heart; and LEAN 
« not unto thine OWN UNDERSTANDING “. [ Prov. ili. 
5] This, as to Confiding in Our Own Private Zudgment ; 

And then, as to relying wholly on the Private Judgment 
of Other Men, The Rufe ſet us is Sure and Certain: 

« Be not ye called Rabbi: for One is your Maſter even 
© Chriſt“. And Call no Man your Father upon 
« the Earth: for One is your Father which is in Heaven, 
« Neither be ye called 2 ers : for One 1s your Aaſter, 
« Even Chriſt“. [St. Alat. xxiii. 8. 9. 10.] And the Apo- 
ſtles, our Firſt Spiritual Guides under him, ſtrictly adhered 
to this; That they had no Dominion”, no “ Lordſhip ” 
over Our Faith . 2 Cor. i. 24. That we muſt be © Fol. 
& lowers of them; But, in what Reſpect, and How far? 
Themſelves inſpir'd by the Holy Ghoft, have ſhew'd the 
Limitation, © Even as” they“ alſo ” were © of CHRIST”, 
1 Cor. xi. 1. 

So that, Chriſt Himſelf is the only Abſolate Rule, © The 
«LIGHT of the World: He that foll;uweth him, ball rot 
« walk in DARKNESS, but hall have the Light of Lite”. 
St. John viii. 12. | 

But where is 'This Light of his to be found NOW, that 
we may See and follow it? This Light he has made to 
Shine forth in his Church ; © The Church of the Living God, 
« The Pillar aud Ground ”, [the Support and Stay] * of the 
« Frith. 1 Tim. iii. 15. which is his Primitive Catho- 
lick Church and all Churches in Communion with her to 
the End of the World ; of whom the Evangelical Prophet 
thus fings © Ariſe, Shine, for thy LIGHT' is come, and 
« the GLORY of the Lord is riſen upon THEE. For, 
« pe hold, the Darkneſs ſhall cover the Earth, and Groſs 
« Darkneſs the People: but the Lord ſhall ariſe upon thee, 
* and HIS GLORY ſhall be ſeen upon thee, And the Get- 
* tiles ſhall come to THY LIGHT, and Kings to the 
* BR/GEHTNESS of thy Rifing ”. [Va. Ix. 1. 2. 3.] This 
ad“, is no Other than“ The Lord Chriſt ”, [Colof. iii. 24. 
and his Light, His Glory, 1s, the Manifeſtation of his Myſteries 
and the Afcant of Our Salvation, which he Communicated 
to This his Church, that ſhe might © Ariſe * and “ Shine” 
forth, by her publiſhing the Same; © The Earth” and 

| g | the 


1 

the © Peofie” not attending to her, are in “ Groſs Dark- 
« %%, But, In her is to be Seen this“ Glory of the Lord”, 
and Men, even Kings themſelves, muſt Come to "That 
« iet“ and © Brightneſs” which She [at Her + RISE- 
« ING”, in Her Primitive State] Sheds forth, by her Several ' 
Miniſtrations to that Purpoſe. 
Nay, not only Men, but 'The very Angels themſelves who 1 

« deſire to look into the Great Myſteries of the Goſpel, i 
[1 Pet. i. 12.] increaſe their Knowledge by Her Means; 1 
for, to Her Firſt Authorized and Divinely Inſpired Teach- ö 
ers „ His Holy Apoſtles and Prophets”, was This Grace . 
« Given ” « to make all Men SEE, what is the Fel- 
« Juli of the MYS'TERY, &c.” -—— J the IN- j 
« ENT, that Now unto the PRINCIPALLITIES and 
| 

| 


«* POWERS i» HEAVENLY PLACES might be KNOWN 
« By the CHURCH #he manifold Wiſdont of God, according to 
« the Eternal Purpoſe which he purpoſed in Chriſt Teſus Our 
«* Lerd”:(Eph. iii. 5th, Sth to 11th;] Here we ſee, that, in this 
Primitive Catholick Church, God hath placed ſuch a Glo- 
rious Light, as that it Illuminates the very Underſtanding 
even of the Angels in Hcaven, yea, and of thoſe of the 
Hizher Ranks and Superior Orders among them; And thar it 
is Sufficient to diſpel the Ignorance of © all Mind, who | 
duly Open their Eyes to be directed by it: for, its Bright- : 
neſs, even in theſe Latter Gloomy Days, is ſtill to be teen 
in the Divine Oracles of the Holy Scriptures, by her Safe 
Tradition Convey'd down to Us; and in the Mon1ments g 
of her Univerſal Conſentient Doctrine and Practices interpre— þ 
11 ting and explaining the Same. 
S This Glorious Light, howmnch ſocver it has been, or ö 
may be, obſcur'd for a while by the Interpoſition of Dark 
and Changealle Bodies, which, as the Varying Moon, have no 
Real Liebt of their Owun,} cannot be ſo totally and durably | 
eclipſed, as to Leave us in the Eternal Darkneſs of Pro- 
toand Ignorance, deſtitute of all Means of Rightly inform- 
ing and guiding Our Weak FJudement; No, for, for the 
Same God, who placed this Light in his Primitive Catho- 
lick Church, has fo Eſtabliſh'd it, that it ſhall Laſt and 
Shine bright for ever, to all, who, by Sordid Negligence, or | | 
Perverſe Willfulnefs and Backſliding, do nor ſhut their Eyes 1 
againſt it; as is manifeſtly demonſtrated by his Bleſſed De- , 
ſien in placing it there, namely, for Our Inſtruction, A dH. 1 
fication or Building up in Divine Knowledge and Pragtice, | 
tor Our Spiritual Confirmation and Perfection, and for Our 
£:4 2 | Defence } 
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Defence againſt the Infection of Heterodox Doctrines and 
Practices, brought in by the Fallacies of Private Judgment, 
Ec. and all this, until the nal Conſummation. [Eph. iv. 11, 
to 15. ] 

By This Light then, muſt the Underſtanding of The 
Guides and Guided of the Church be directed, that they 
may not be involv'd together, in Groſs Spiritual Darkneſs ; 

By this Light we plainly diſcover aud ſee, that Our mani. 
feſt Expreſs Miniſtrations of the Great Necellaries of God's 


moſt Solemn, and moſt Exalted Worſhip in the Church of 


Chriſt, are exactly in Conformity and Union with That 
Worſhip which was paid to him by the Primitive Catho- 
Iick Church; 


And therefore, for this and all other his Benefits mans 
feſted to us by This Light, 


« Unto him be Glory IN THE CHURCH, y Cbriſ: Jeſus, 
& thro teg heut all Ages, World without End. AMEN , 
LEpb. iii. 21.) 
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- 1 

Delle Brett's Leiter of Thanks to the Northern Writer of Ta 

Diſcourſes, &c. runs Counter to, and Endeaucurs 10 deprive n; 


of this Happineſs. p. 13. 


Yet the Doctor Inconſiſtently with His ſaid Letter, owns that i!» | 


Four Neceſſary Uſages © are not ſo clearly expreſs'd ” in 1 

Eſtabliſb d Liturgy “ as might be defired “. p. 13. 62. 
And that VERY MANY ” of the Clergy as well as we, © have 

« not found them there” [The Truth ſtruggles with hin 


„„ £ 

And that he ſtill believes them Neceſſary: {they ought therefurs 
to be Manifeſtly and Expreſsly red] p. 14. 

But in Compliment to his Author, ſays, he has prov'd them all 
zo be in that Liturgy — The Fallacy f this Expos'd by a Surer 

Rule, than his Private Judgment. p. 14, 15. 
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Unwilling Miſtakes, are not ſo Heinous, as Irimming in Reli. 
ous Matters p. 16. 
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PRAYER FOR THE DEAD, protondod now to remain in Ve 
Aura! O fice, provid infignihcant by ite Au lor of the Necti 
fry of an Alteration p. 20. or. 


its Deteſ 4. | 
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oe CLAUSE in the Prayer for the Church Militant, Biſbop Bull 
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reface to the Book of Common Prayer authorizes to inter- 

Pret the Doubted Parts of the ſaid Bock, is not to be found in 
his 2 becauſe | 

1ſt, This Rule, is no Rule of their Church, p. 3 


2dly, The Judge authoriz'd by this Rule is reſtrain'd from Order- 


ing any Thing Contrary to the Publick Act; of the Conſtitutional 


Church of England, and therefore he muſs not Order any of the 
Four Points. p. 34. 
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3dly, This Rule is uſeleſs to their New Scheme, becauſe it Cant 
authorize any Judges to determine oppoſitely to One another, and 
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What makes a Legal Dioceſan Biſhop of the Church of England 
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P of the Church of England. p. 96. 

MIX'TURE. reje#e4 and prohibited by the Canons of the Church 
of England. p. 96, 97. 


The PRIVATE MIXTURE. promis'd by the new Party, an In- 


conſiſtency with their pretended Attachment to the Laws of the 
Church and State of England. p. 98. 

If they perform this Promiſe, they are call'd upon to Clear them- 
ſelves of the Imputation of Adding to the Matter of the Sa- 
crament, upon their own Principles. p. 98. 

Their Enmity againſt this and the other Uſages, terming theiy 
Practice Schiſmatical and Rebellious. p. 98. 99. | 
They therefore, ave very likely not to keep their Promije of a PRI- 

VATE MIXTURE. p. 98, 99. 

Which their Mr G. S. a:firms, is not at all neceſſary, or any 
Part of our Saviour's Inſtitution. p. 99. 

The Oaddneſs of their Compoſition, if they ſhould perform their Clan 
deſtine Agreement, and inſiſt upon the Integrity thereof, p. 99 
1009. | 


Objection, of Divulging Dr. Brett's Matters of Private Correl. 


pondence, axſwer d. p. 100 | 

The Doctor's Untrue Report of the Principles of himſelf and bi. 
New Party; to gain Proſelytes, p. 101. 

His Courting One to go Over to his Deſertion, em His Preac'oy 
Terms a Heretick. p. 101. 108. 3 

Mection. about Names put to their Scheme of 1731, anſwer'd. 
p. 102, 


Object ion. 


— ͤ— 


r 
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Objection, of putting the Initial Letters of their Names, auh Sign 
their Clandeſtine Agreement, anſwer'd p. 103, 

Ohjection, of the Church of England's not Holding all the Doctrine: 
in HER HOMILIES ; anſwer d. p. 103, 104. 

SCHISM falſely charg d. p. 105 to 108. 171. 175. 

The Governours of the Church have no Abſolute Lordſhip oves 
our Faith, to Oblige our Attachment to them, in their Deſertions 
of Neceſlary Truths. p. 106, 107. 

Marks of SCHISM. p. 107. 

BISHOP, the Preacher teaches aue have none, refuted. p. 108. 

BISHOP, Heretical, charg'd againſt us. Anſwer'd. p. 108, log. 

BISHOP, if a Foreigner, the Preacher pretends, he has no Au 
thority in England, refuted. p. 110, 111. 

Church of England, the new Party is not; That Savelling Title 
they ought to lay aſide. p. 113, 114. 

BISHOP, The Pretence that we kave but One, and that he is in 
Oppoſition to the whole Word; refuted. p. 114. 

BISHOP, One alone is ſuſjicient, validly to Ordain and Conſecrate 
another Biſhop p. 115, 116. 

BISHOPS Catholick, in preſent Want of their Succeſſion, what 
is to be done. p. 116. | 

Prieſts Orthodox, in N ant of their Surceſſion what to be done, 

P. 117. ä 

FORM OF WORDS ONLY, the Pretence cf our Breach of 
Charity and Unity for the Sake of it, prov'd falſe. p. 118. 
PRIVATE MIX'T'URE, attempts to defend it, diſabled. p. 120 

_ *; - 

It is a TRIMMIN*3 Agreement in the Clandeſtine Scheme of 
1732. P. 12, 126. 

PRAYER FOR THE DEAD, The Preface tc the Hiterceſſion, 
endeaour'd to be prou'd not Excluſive of the Dead; refuted. 
p. 126 to 129. 

THE INVOCATION, or Bleſſing to make the Elements the 
Body and Blood of Chriſt, pretended to be implied; refuted. p. 
129 to 1429. | 

Ar Collicr's Laſt Dying Words of bis Reſelution not to make ſuc" 
Low Propoſals as he did before, fer a Coalition. p. 130. 

The INVOCATION, Inſlituted by eur Lord, p. 151. 

And Expreſs in the Liturgies of the Catholic Charch, p. 133 10 
136. | 

Doctor Brett's juſt Senſe of the Prayer Grant that we receiv- 
ing, Sc. p. 133, 13% 136, 137. 138. 

The Preachers juſt Senſe cf the Same p. 138, 159. 

Doctors differ about this; what then to be done, p. 139, 140. 


* 
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e Advantave of EXPRESS MINISTRATIONS, above MAY 


BE IMPLIED Ones p. 140. 
In odd Fetch, hat Prayer for the END, is Prayer for the 


MEANS to attain that End; it's Fallacy expos'd. p. 140 to 


142 
INTENTION, the New Proteſtant Doctrine of it Expos'd. p. 


54. 142 co 152. 155 to 157. 

Iis NNot the Church of England's, nor indeed of any Church, 
p. 142, 143. 149. | 

Doctor Brett, The Author of allowing this Novelty. p. 143. 144. 

Tis <worſe than the Romiſh Intention. p. 145 to 149 

The Fallacy of a Pretended Diſtinfion between the INTENTION 
of the Church, and the INTENTION of a Private Prieſt, 
Extos'd. p. 149 to 152. 

INTENTION, even of a Church, & vithout the Facts, uſe- 
leſs and Criminal. p. 150, 151. 

OBLATIONS of Bread and Wine, not pray d to be accepted, in 
the Eſtabliſbd Liturgy. p. 152 to 155. 

SACRIFICE of Chrift”'s Sacramental Body and Blcod, not provi- 
ded for in the Clandeſtine Scheme. p. 155 to 157. 

The Preachers juſt Senſe of this SACRIFICE, and the Neceſſity 
of Offering 1t by Prayer. P 157, 158. 

His Safe Rule, for People in Suſpence. p 157, 158. 

His Reaſons, which prove the Eſtablb'd Liturgy has not the SA- 
CRIFICE. p. 158. 


| His Fallacions Pretence, That © offering” the Elements © after 


„ Conſecration, &c. is Contrary to all the Ancient 


Liturgies“, is a Contradiction to himſelf. p 159. | 

The Ancient LITURGIES expre/sly refute him; prov'd at Large 
p. 159 to 165. | ; . 

r AUTHORITY, the Clandeſtine Scheme has not. p. 
165, 166. 

BISHOPS, the Pretence of a Majority of em, for that Scheme, 
anſwer'd. p. 167. 

CHURCH AUTHORITY, and Parliament Authority to make 

Laus, fallacioufly paralleliz'd, and refuted. p. 167 to 169. 

BISHOPS, to ch we muſt adhere. p. 169 to 172. 

The Preacher's Senſe of the Malienity of Oppoſins the Reſtora tion 
of the Four Neceſſaries, and the Neceſſity of reſtoring them. p. 
172, 173. | | | 

Our Benefi and Security in reſtoring them. p. 173, 174. 

Wiholſome Advice to Primitive Communicanrs. p. 174. 

Doctor Brett's Practice Inconſiſtent wwith his Clandeſtine Aoree- 


ment, Since the Beginning of its pretended Obligation. p. 1-5. 
177 | WAS - 7); 
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His New Pariy write to him about it; he owns the Fas, which © 0 
upon his own Principles amount to doing Evil, that Good may 4 
ome of it. p. 176. | ' 


The Lottor's falie Report of his having thereby gaind Over to bit Ty 
Deſertion Some of Our Communicants, expos'd and refuted, by 5 © 

' the Perional Teſtimony and Letters of "Thoſe our Very | 
Communicants. p. 177- 


] 

His Fallacious Plea, to Repreſent his Uſe of The Introit, as Coy. 
fiftent with his Clandeſtine Agreement, refuted. p. 178. ] 
£ ] 


ͤñ—ᷓI— 7 


The SUPPLEMENT continu'd, &c. 
3 


ITURGY of the Ch — of E—, its Rules plain and 
eaſy to be underſtood. 3 183. 
Particularly as to the Four Points. p. 184. 
UNITY of the Church, what, and acknowledg'd, yet oppos'd by 
the Adverſary. p. 184. 
RETRACTORS of the Convocation Subſcription of 1717, to re- 
ſtore the Pour Neceſſaries, No Argument againſt its Goodneſs. 
184. | 
That Subſcription does not Null the Orders of the Church of Eng- 
.- and. p. 185. 
PUBLICK AUTHORITY, its Rules not always ſafe. p. 186. . 
THE INVOCATION, The Northern Writer owns was Alter d, ® 
to Satisfy thoſe who diſlikd it; which is a Conceſſion, tis Re- 
jected. p. 186. | 
Another Conceſſion of his, amerents to the Same. p. 187. 
Particular Doctors againſt Particular Dectors on this Point. p. 
| 189. 
Their Varying Opinions, no Rule to know the Church's Publick Acts. A 
p. 189, 190. 210. 219. 249. = 
PRIVATE JUDGMENT, to reject it, miſrepreſented as reject. 
ing the Conſentient Teſtimony of Primitive Writers ; anſwerd d 
and refuted. p. 191. 
INVOCATION Catholick, is not in the Prayer [Grant, &c.] 
— Fallacies to prove it is; laid Open. p. 192. 
INVOCATION fallaciouſly made Parallel with a Grace before 3 
Meat, Exposd. p. 193 to 196. © | 
Liturgies miſrepreſented as if they had not the EXPRESS IN- I 
VOCATION: The Fallacy laid Open. p. 196 to 199. 
SECOND 
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SECOND CONSECRATIONS fallaciou/ly aimed to be al- 
ways in the Weſtern Church (as now in the Church of Eng- 
land,) refuted. p. 199 to 201. 

THE SACRIFICE ; The Northern Writer's Over Haſty Detey- 
ination, that Our Lord did not offer it by an Oblatory Prayer. 

282. 

PRAYER OF OBLATION, this Writer's Enmity againſt it. 
p. 205, 206 to 210. | 

PRAYER, which is Not Neceſlary, is a Preſumption, and Vain 
Babline p. 205, 206. 

PRAYER OF OBLATION : Juſtin Martyr miſrepreſented, as 
if his Text were a Teſtimony, the Church had none in his Daye. 

206. 5 

Liturgies miſrepreſented, as not having This Prayer. p. 208 to 
210, 

Biſbop Hickes efficiated expreſsly and manifeſt Iy the Four Neceſſa- 

Uſages. p. 210. | 

And was Senſible of the Want of the OBLATORY PRAYER 
and SACRIFICE, in the Eftabliſhd Liturgy. p. 210 to 213. 

Mr. Laurence's Laick Notion of the Church of England's having 
the SACRIFICE, refuted. p. 213 to 215. | 

The Poſt Communion Prayer, in the EſtabliſÞ}d Lituray, is no 
PRAYER OF OBLATION. p. 215. 

Abuſe of the Homily Text. p. 216. 

Juſtin Nartyr's and Juſtinian's Words in the Homily, fallacicuſly 
made wſe of, to prove the OBLATION mow in the Churcl; of 
England. p. 218, 

Canons of 1649, prove not the SACRIFICE in the Ch —— of 

— . p. 219. | 

Conceſſions ebe OBLATORY PRAYER being rejected. p. 221. 

ALTARS AND SACRIFICE Proteſtant, demoliſled and re- 
jected, p. 223 to 232. 

Oblat ions of Bread and Wine not pray d to be accepted in the Eſta- 
bliſhed Liturey. p. 232. 

PRAYER FOR THE DEAD; Chrift offer d for them in his 
1 of the Holy Sacrament. p. 233, 234. 

A Falſe Suppoſition of One Apoſtle's teaching the Cuſtom of OF- 
FERING FOR THE DEAD, hen the others taught it 
not. p. 234. | 


A Falſe Suſpicion of the firſt Reform'd Common Prayer Book's 
Trimming, in the Article of PRAYER FOR THE DEAD. 
P. 235. | 

Pretence that the Faithful departed Cannot improve, till the Re- 
Jurrection, refuted. p. 236 to 243. 


The 


| 
| 
| | 
| 


4.20 CONTENTS. 
The Primitive Liturezes PRAY FOR THE DEAD; avith R.. 


lation to their Separate State. p. 243 to 246. ; 

The Pretence of the Church of England's PRAYING FOR THE 
DEAD, by retaining the Lord's Prayer, refuted. p. 246. 

The Second Refermers Compliment upon the firſt Common Prayer 
Book, no Aroument for their Practice of the Uſages rejected 
out of that Book. p. 225 to 227. 247 to 249. 

A Lift of Particular Doctors, againſt other Particular Doctors. 

- "252. | 

Wii proves the Neceſſity of Church Acts, whereby to judge of 
Church Doctrines and Practices. p. 252. | 

K. Henry VIIIth's Primer, and Dirige therein, No Act of the 
Preſent Church of England p. 253. 

Nor the Office for the Communion at Funerals, in Q, Elizabeth's 

Days. p. 256. | 

The Homily Doctrine of the Preſent Church of England is not On- 
ly againft Praying Souls cut of Purgatory, bu! againſt ALL 
PRAYE FOR THE DEAD p. 258 to 262. 

The Burial Prayer, No Church of England PRAYER FOR 
THE DEAD. p. 263 to 277. 

The CLAUSE in the Prayer for the Church Militant, is n. 
PRAYER FOR THE DEAD. p. 277 to I. 

The Northern Writer's Conceſſions, of the Church of England's e. 
jedins ſuch Prayers. p. 285. 

The MIXTURE vejeted, and prohibited by the Church of Eng- 
land. p. 286 to 291. 

Tuſtin Martyr's 1/:xture, named in the Gh ==— of E — s Ho- 
mily, proves not her allowing the MIX TURE. p. 287. 

The MIXTURE 7, prohibited by the Canons of 1603. p. 288, 
289. 

The Juibble, of WINE MIXT vith Water, is Wine ſtill, re- 
futed. p. 289. 

The Diſparity between the Old Rubrick for the MIXTURE, 
and the preſent Rubrick; Own'd. p. 290. 

Dr. Brett's Teſtimony of the Church of England's rejecting the 
MIXTURE. p. 91. ; | | 

The MIXTURE. Injiituted. p. 292. 302. 

Our Lord, MIX'D OPENLY. p. 291, 292. 

The Ancient Liturgies prove this, p. 293. 

Juſtin Martyr o Evidence for the PRIVATE MIXTURE. 


. 
Rubricks and Laws of the Eaftern and Weftern Churches for the 


MIX TURE, Secure its Reality. 2 296 to 298. 
Not So, The New PRIVATE MIX TURE. 298. of 


CoN TEN TS. 42 


3} the Clandeftine Agreers giving Leave to a modeſt Petitioner fo 
See the Mixture made; this is no Security to the Congregation. 


„ | 
775 2 Writer's incoherent and Inconſiſtent Notions of the 
Mixture. p. 300. | GY | 
His Fallacions puttine a Caſe, to Support their Pretence to a LE- 
GAL AUTHORITY, detected, p. 304 to 306. | 
His falſe Aſſertion that three of the Points are allow'd to be ſufji- 
ciently in the Liturgy. p. 307. oy 8 
Bjboys, authoriz'd Judges of the Liturgy, bave no Authority to de- 
termine the Tao Extreams of a Contradiftion, in Neceſſaries, 


. 307. 
Wine aki Red Wine ave not Contravies. p. 308. Te” 
Mix'd and Unmix'd, are not Comprehended under the Word Wine, 
in the EftabliſÞd Liturgy. p. 308. 

Attempts to Evade the Act of Uniformity, which prohibit any 
other Rite than in the Common Prayer Book, fruſtrated. p. 310. 

Thoſe As, and the Canons of 1603, are Acts of the preſent Church 
of England; and therefore not inconſiſtent, but Equal in Legal 

Conſtruction. p. 310. | 

The Pretence of my Readineſs to Cloſe upon the firſt Propoſals, 
ewherein a Declaration was allow'd to be made for the Indiffe- 
rency of all the Points; deny d, and my Reſolution to the Con- 
trary. p. 312. | „5 

The Northern Writer commended fer his Juſt Recantation of bis 
wrong Charge againſt Our Catholick Liturgy. p. 312. 

The Pozver and Duty of Every Epiſcopal Church to Manifeſt God's 
Neceſſary Truths, evith ahm, upon ſo doing, we all ought to 
Communicate; the only Means of True Unity. p. 313, 3i4. 


— 
— 
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An ANswER to Doctor BRETT: 


R. Brett's Great and Unaccountable Uniertaking. p. 315. 
His Notion of Our Biſbops, &c. cloſing uon the preſent 
Clandeſtine Scheme, is groundleſs. p. 316. 
His Pretence of a Majority of Biſhops, fallacious. p. 316, 
His Defence of the Doctrine of a Church's 'TRIMMING, expos'd 
and refuted. p. 317. 1 


His Jueſtion of Communicating with the Church of England, when 
we have in her Communion ALL THINGS NECESSARY, 
Provd Inſignfiant. p. 320. 

| Ccc His 
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His Party's Attempt, in an Inſtrument of Union, to Declare th; 
MIX'L URE no Part of Chriſt's Inſtitution, &c. proves their 
Enmity agairſt it; and that therefore they are not to be Truſted 
with the Private Guardianſhip of it; But the Church is Ne 
ceſſarily bound i Inſiſt upon their Mixing Openly. p. 321. 

His applying my Words, to an Old Story of his Having reveal'd A 
CONFESSION made to him Anſwer'd. p. 322. 

Alſo his Complaint of printing his Private Letters. p. 323. 

His Pretence of my giving him à very falſe Account of Ar. S- 
* SERMON, refuted by himſelf and d ir. 

— p. 323, 32 

Hi, A — of his ccuning that he had made TOO 
LARGE CONCESSIONS fo his Party. p. 325. 

His Complaint of my putting Initial Letters of ens Names, to 
their Deſignd Agreement of 1731; anſwer d. p. 326. 

His Party's falſe Claim io an AU'THORIT'Y as given them ly 
A CLAUSE in the Preface to the Book of Common Prayer; 
is not the Caſe of Our Bſlops, wvho inſerted the Same Clauie 
in their Ne, Common Prayer Book. p. 326, 327. 

His Notion ef all Lawyers allowing an Equitable ConftruCtion 
in Statute Law Caſes, which Come not wp to the Literal ; is a 
great Miſtake. p. 328. 

No CONVOCATION, can determine againſt a former Convo. 
2 Decree to Reſtore the Neceſſaries of Publick Wäor— 

ip. p 329. 

A Wark Chenin than I have made, can yet be put uten the 
Debtor's Words and Actions relating to his Clandeſtine Agree- 
ment. p. 329. 

The Dotte,'s Undertaking to prove the four Neceſſary Uſages are 
EXPRESSLY and MANIFESTLY allow'd and provided 
jor, in the Uſe of the preſent Liturey, is Comrary to His Own 
Arccpledge of the PLAIN EASY KULES AND ENGLISH 
of that Liturgy. p. 330, 331. 

Irſtances, (when be bad Indulitable Kncauleage of the Engliſh 
his Common Prayer Book] that he found it Deſtitute of all 
the Four Uſages in General. p. 332. 

The MIXTURE, be owns, is not indeed commanded by the 

Church of England. p. 334. 

Yet, affirms dhe has no where forbidden it“, p. 334. 

Theſe Iwo Poſitions apply d to bis Expreſsly and Manifeſſly ”. 

- 334z 335. 

TH, ACTS Or UNIFORMITY prebibit it, by forbidding any 
other Rite than in the Commen Prayer Book. p. 335. 

The Lottor's Evaſion of his, by denying the MIX'TUKE's being 
a Rite of Celebrating. p. 335. 4 
; ko". 
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; 45 Tho, when he underſtood his Common Prayer Noot, he affirm'd the 


MIXTURE , another Manner, than there appointed. p. 
5 4 336. 

3 But nec, he (inks ſo liav, as to deny that the PUBLICK MIX 
IRE in Nine Edward VIth's firft Common Prayer Book, 
® c«as a Rite or Ceremony of Celebrating. p. 336. 

A Refutation of His Fallacy, by Shewing the True Nature of 4 
Kite. p. 337 to 339. 

Hlence the PRIVATE MIXTURE V, a Rite, and ſo forbidden 
= by the Church of England. p. 339. 

* The Doctor to avoid this, Levels Their PRIVATE MIXTURE, 
to be no more a Rite of Celebrating, than the Vintner's 
drawing the Wine, and the Baker's making the Bread. 


% 751 I Report of tbe ferſt Rite of Celebrating in their Com- 

= munion Service. p. 340. 85 

= Bijihop Andrews and other Particular Doctors bo mixt, are no 
Argument that Their Church allow'd them ſo to do. p. 346. 
His Nfz of MIXT OD, being Wine in the Lan- 

— guape of the Church, further 0s'd. p. 342, 343. 

2 Hi, . are net Fadens 3 1. their PRIVATE 

MIXTURE, after he had miſled upon the FUBLICE. p. 


10 343 to 346. | 
iſt, Privately or Openly, he ſays, is but a Circumſtance 


refuted ——— p. 344. 
2dly, Provided ae are aſſur'd the Cup is mix d, he can't ſuppoſe 
it neceſſary that Every Perſon ſhould ſee it done; anſwer'd 


by 345 

by thy; 72 doubts not Hlis New Party's Integrity; amounts to no 

= - Keafon for all the Communicants to trujt to it, and to forſake 

= re PUBLICK MIXTURE. p. 346. 

= The Agreement for a PRIVATE MIXTURE, Stands upon 

No Rational Foundation. p. 346. | 
zen the Whole of This Article; the Doctor has done nothing of- 

%, © Expreſsly and Manifeſtly. p. 347. 

lis Own Teſtimony, [when he Inderſtood the Engliſh of his Com- 

= won Prayer Book] is, That the Church of England rejects the 

== MIXTURE. p. 347. 

Don the OBLATION, he Partially and fallaciouſly repre- 
= l/ents a Paſſage in Mr. Johnſon's Unbloody Sacrifice p. 348. 


| : lis Oꝛun Teſtimony, [when he knew the Laws and Liturgy of the 


> Church of England] is, that She rejects, and has not the OB- 
XX LATION of Chriſt's Sacramental Body and Blood. p. 350. 
en the INVOCATION, e begins fallacionſly p. 551. 
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His Dueſtion of Receiving the Elements actording to Chriſt: 
Inſtitution; anſcver d. p. 352. 
From his own Teſtimony. P, 353, 354. 
Inbt her Anſwer to that, Dweſtion, is, that the Elements are not 
recetu d according to the Inſtitution; in three Inſtances. p. 355. 
The Doctors Fallacy LA Expreſs], praying for the Means, whey 
. the End is Expreſsly pray'd for, detected. p. 356 to 359. 
His Wrong Aſſertion, that the Church of England, prays ex- 
« preſsly and manifeſtly ” for ALL that the Primitive Church 
pray d for in her Invocation refuted. E. 359. 
Doctor Comber no Evidence for this his © Expreſsly and Ma- 
« nifeſtly . p. 361, 362. ; 
Doctor Brett's own Evidence to the Contrary, when he was fully 
acquainted with the plain Engiſb of bis Common Prayer Bool. 


. 

755 BRA VERS FOR THE DEAD, the Do#or pretends to 
Argue that the Church of England“ Expreſsly and Mani- 
« feſtly ” prays for them, becauſe they are not yet Compleatly 

* Flappy, &c. - — vefuted. p. 365. | 

His Pretence that She do's ſo, becauſe She requires het Prieſts to 
Inftruct the People out of the Scripture ; refuted by her own 
Publick Act in Her Homily. p. 365. | 

His Pretence to prove this, by a Canon of the Chuch of Eng- 
land; a Pure Fallacy. p. 366 to 368. 

His Fallacy, of the CLAUSE in the Prayer for the Church Ali- 
litant, that our praying to © follow their good Examples, 
is a neceſſary Means for their more Speedy Obtaining the 
Kingdom of Heaven; refuted by the Church of England's Put- 
lick Acts in that Prayer and her Homily. p. 368 to 570. 

A Great Cloud of Witneſſes in Favour of Biſhop Burnet, againſt 
Biſhop Bull's Private Judgment of the Church of E ——'s 
praying for the Dead. p. 371. 

Among them; Doctor Comber. p. 371, 372. 

The Doctors Fallacy, of the La e Conrncation's re- 
ftoring the rejected PRAYER FOR THE DEAD, by Epi- 
tomixing it in the preſent Boot; expos'd. p. 372. 

He Strikes at the Reputation of the Homilies of the Church of 
2 notwithſtanding his pretended Attachment to that 

burch. p 373. 

His l from Biſhop Collier to this Purtoſe, nothing ad- 
vantageous to his Pretences. P- 374. # 

The Ch f E —— holds nd Uo&rine of her Homilies to be 
unwholeſome.' p. 373, 374. 5 

The Church of England s Homily, is againſt ALL PRAYER 
FOR THE DEAD. p. 374 to 376 


„ 


King 
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King Hen, VIIth's Primer and Dirige, pretended ly the Dofot 
to be the Church of England's Act, prov'd to be a Fallacy. P. 


3 76, 377. | 

The Do&for's repreſenting the PARLIAMENTARY COMPLI- 
MENT upon the firſt Reform'd Common Prayer Book, as if 
it «vere the Church of England's Act; is another of his Fal- 
lacies p. 377, 378. 

His Plea for their SECOND CONSECRATIONS, as if our 
Obje#ion againſt his New Pai upon their Account —— aqvere 
an Objection againſt our Catholic Liturgy ; anſwer d and re- 
futed. p. 378, 379. 

His own Teſtimony [when he undoubtedly underſtood his Common 
Prayer Book] That TEE DEAD are not pray'd for in that 
Book. p. 380, 381. 


— 


The Doctor's Appendix. 


IIS Appendix is nothing to the True Merits of ihe Cauſe. 
P. 392, 

The Clandeſtme Agreement, is NO CHURCH UNION. p. 3*2. 
It do's not Interpret, but Obſcures and Darkens the Hſtabliſbd Li- 
turny, and Unauthoritatively aſſumes uton it. p 383. 384. 
And "tis utter y uſeleſs and impertinent as to the Four Cages. p. 


* 33 to 385. 


*Tis alſo nothing to the Propoſals of 1717. p. 383. 


p. 386. | 

And thus *tis no ways juſtifiable by the Writings of any partict- 
lar Authors, much leſs by Scraps of Sentences, ont of thoſe 
Writers, *yhoſe Books <vere purpeſely written to defend the Re- 
ſtoration of the Four Neceſſaries, which the Clandeſtine Agree- 
ment pays no juſt Regard to, at all. Þ. „ 

The Appendix Writer's Plea, of our not having inſiſted upon par- 
ticular Forms, but the Things themſelves ; Condemns the 
1 Agreement, which provides not for thoſe Things. 
p. 388. | 


3 It is therefore no other than a Little mean Trick and Snare, to 
A Catch the Doctor and others, but not to amend the Party to 
4 whom they are gone over; for, their own Words and Fats prove 

2 them the Same Men they were before this Agreement was madd. 


8 Upon the PRIVATE MIXTURE, he beos ihe Dueſtion ; there 


's no Security for the Subſtance of the Inftirution, p. 388. 
dd Fig 
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His Wrong Inferences from Mr. Laurence's Nyitings, ic vepreſent 

Him, as not having Seen in his Reading, any Prodf for the Prac- 
tice g An Open Mixture; refuted. p. 389 to 391. 

Principle cf Every Society's having a Power to interpret 
« their own Language, and ſettle the Meaning and Intent 
of the Forms made uſe of by them“, referr'd to by bim; 
is no evays afplicable to his Party in their Clandeſtine Agree- 
Ment, p. 391 to 393. | : 

His unaccountable Quotation from our Writers, <vho aſſert that 
« the Non-jurors ” «© have a Power to ALTER 
« THEIR PRAYERS; is directly againſt his Party. p. 394. 

His Attempt to Juſtify Their Doctrine of INTENTION ; re- 
futed. p. 394. 

His Duvtating of the Liturgical Service's being © not of Pri- 
vate Interpretation ” : Condemns the Clandeſtine Agreement. 


395. 
55s PRAYERS FOR THE DEAD, His uncenerous Way ef 
miſrepreſenting Biſhop Collier's Sayings, relating to the W ora; 
« NMblitant here on Harth“; fully expos'd. p 395. 
Bp Collier, Dector Erett, Biſhyp Griffin, a»d the Appendix 
Writer himfelf, do Unitedly bear Witneſs, that Thoſe Words 
« Militant, &c.“ do EXCLUDE TEE DEAD. p. 395, 


396. 

This Writer's Pretence of an Inclination in Biſhop Collier to U (ite 
evithout the Omiſſion of the I/ords * Militant, &c. , and his 
falſe Conſequence drawn from Biſtop Collier's IVords; Ref 
ted at Large. p. 396 to 399. 

Bjbop Collier's Query to his Adverſary, of COMPROMISING 
the Diſpute of their Hant of PRAYERS FOR THE DEAD, 
is no Juſtification of the Clandeſtine Agreement. p. 307 to 299. 

Biſbop Coilier therein pretends not to Determine, in this Caſe of 
a COMPROMISE. p. 398. 

Upon THE INVOCATION, This Writer's Puotations from: cen 
M riters, are no Fftification cf the Clandeſtine Scheme. p. 399. 

His Sayings of tle END, and the MEANS, refuted. p. 390. 

His fallacicus Rejort of Biſhop Collier's declaring © FOR U> 
* ALL that we are willing to believe the Force of the 
* INVOCATION may be contain'd by IMPLICA'TION 
in the Old Office“, refuted p. 399 to 401. 


Biſhop Collier, Biſbep Griffin, Doctor Brett and this Writer, hear 


Witneſs, that the INVOCATION, is mot in the Aſtabliſb d 
Liturzy. p, 400, 401. 

Upon ihe OBLATION, all that tis Writer aduances is already 
anſever d. p. 401. 
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Doctor Brett, The Author of © The Neceſſity of an Alteration “, 
Biſhop Griffin, and Biſhop Collier, jointly bear Witneſs, That 
the OBLATION is not in the EſtabliſÞd Liturgy. p. 402, 


oz. | 
cs B ooks are therefore a Condemnation of the Clandeſtine Agree- 
ment. p. 403. 
The MATTERS OF FACT, relating to the whole Merits of the 
Cauſe from firſt to laſt. p. 403, 424: | 
The Deſerters of the FACTS of the Catholic Miniſtrations, do 
[by their Clandeſtine Agreement and Subſcription, ] incon- 
ſiſtently bind and give themſelves 75 to the FACTS of mini- 
frine without Any FORM whatſoever, for the four Great 
eceſſaries, or any one of them, p. 404, 405. 
The Great, and impoſſible Work therefore, that lies upon their 
Hands, to Vindicate That SUBSCRIPTION. p. 405. 
Ay final Reſolution, as to. anſwering them, &c. if they attempt 
it again. p. 405. | | 
PRIVATE JUDGMENT alone, deter mining about the Neceſ- 
ſaries of Religion, ig often found to be infinitely miſchievous to 
the Church. p. 405, 406. 
T he 25 Sure Rule, to get rid of its Erroneous Guidance. p. 406 
to 408. | 


Correct thus, 
The Indiſpenſible Obligation, &c. 


As Directed in p. 96. 
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The Supplement, &c- 1 


As Directed in p. 179. | 
And pag. 177. Line 27. Read, Teſtimony of 


The Supplement Continued, &c. 


AGE 184. for & XLVI. Read 5 LVI. / 1 

i P. 190. Line 17. Read, Judgment. Lin 42. Read Sure, 
P. 191. Line 32. Read, Rationally. 3 
P. 194. Line 10. Read, Catholick. _ 
P. 195. Line 35. Read, Spiritual. Line 39. r. wretchedly 
fallacious. = 

196. Line 25. Read, of Chriſt's. Line 30. r. Wine. 6-1 
200, Line 5. Read, IT. 85 ® 
203. Line 28, Read, Superiority. 2 
210. Line 2,3. Read, Sacrifices. _— 
221, Line 4, Read, next take. Line 16. r. it is, * 
224. Line 4. Blot out, Was. 14 
225. Line 34. Read, uthentick. * 
228. Line 43. Read, Highneſs. a 


236. Line 15. Read, look. 8 
27 8. Line 1 Read, Heaven. JY OL | | 
279. Line 1. Read, them. — Line a, £ The Petition”. 
280. Line 15. Read, Condition to. | 

295. Line 29, Read, Jxſtin. — Line 31. Read Pof-Script. 
. 319. Line 12. Read The Conſubſtantiality. 
328. Line 1 Read, You'd — Line 13. Read Statwis. 
333. Line 9 Read, be contain d. 

335. Line 11. Read, prohibit. 

363. Line 22. Read, Faithful. 

369. Line 37,38, Read, Homily Doctrine. 
379. Line 18. Read, Elements. 

388. Line 39. Read, Confided. 

389. Line 2. Read, my. 

407. Line 36. Blot out, for. 
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